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Preface to the Revised Edition 


«r 0 ^rr7r REss ' s dedsion to pubHsh a e di - 

n of The War for Lebanon in the summer of 1985 confronted me 

mu^h Sd ra t h iC r S K Clearly the b0 ° k had t0 be U P dated ' but b °vv 

much did it have to be revised? The events of the past three years 
do put those of the preceding twelve in a different perspective- 

havTh rS H and ^ kmdS ° f b ° 0kS h3Ve been P ubli shed P and \ 
ve had occasion to learn more about many of the issues eni 

the book 1 PerSOnaliti ? S discussed here - Sorely if I were to write 
book now, parts of it would be written differently; but I came 

to the conclusion that the changes in perspective and fuller infor¬ 
mation afforded by the passage of time do not warrant revisions 
in the text itself. I rather chose to delete the postscript and to add 

threl years t6r " 8 ^ Leba " eSe Cdsis duri "§ P** 


June 1985 


I. R. 


8 


Preface 


The title of this book may be somewhat misleading. The war for 
Lebanon—a conflict of domestic and external forces seeking to 
shape and control the Lebanese entity—began long before 1970 and 
unfortunately did not end in 1983. But these years form a particu¬ 
larly significant phase in the history of both Lebanon and its imme¬ 
diate environment. 

The events of the period unfolded through four distinct stages: 
the collapse of the Lebanese political system between 1970 and 1975, 
the civil war of 1975-76, the lingering crisis of the years 1976-82 and 
the war of 1982. A new postwar phase began in September 1982 and 
is dealt with in chapter six and in the postscript. 

Lebanon became Lebanon because of its relative insulation—for 
centuries rugged Mount Lebanon attracted minority communities 
escaping governments bent on enforcing orthodoxy and unifor¬ 
mity. And yet the history of modern Lebanon reflects a continuous 
interplay between domestic forces and external actors whose inter¬ 
vention has ranged from intellectual and economic influence to 
forceful occupation. The existence of the independent Lebanese 
republic during the thirty years following World War II was based 
on a delicate balance of domestic and external elements. In this 
respect the play of events between 1970 and 1983 represents a his¬ 
torical continuity. But there are three significant differences. One, 
the scope and intensity of external intervention were very much 
greater during these years. Two, the crisis in Lebanon had left the 
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m. r'i. C ° me central to Middle East politics. Three-and 
most sinking—-is that the three main external actors have them 

selves been profoundly affected The Palestine Liberation Organ™ 
tion found an advantageous base in Lebanon, but its establishment 
rough! the organization to clash twice with Syria and made it vul 
nerable to a concentrated Israeli attack. I, survived the fiThting Jhh 

Fo™he sSn Sf n Pr “ SUrc ^ ' 982 ~ 83 iS provin 8 

the Ho . reg ' mc ' 1,5 tatervention in Lebanon triggered 

In riTh mad' 515 ne3rly brou Sh>regime down. 

Innp 9 3 s i a remarkable recovery from the military defeat of 
hrne „8z and used its standing in Lebanon in order to b„Sda 

p i ion o regional and international influence. But its sense of 
achtevement must have been tempered by a realization of The 
catmusnessofSyrta, standing in Lebanon and of the possibUitv 
n he 1 ? I Chan8e , Wi,h a " ota -tag of the pendulum ' 
crisis wh^h Y 'f“ Tf 3 mar 8' nal »«or in the Lebanese 
orities T 1 um ; d,d not rank high on its own agenda of pri- 
onttes Twelve years later, the evolution of the crisis and of Israel’s 

domeshc p„I,„cs and regional policies led Israel into a principal role 
Th long-term significance of the i 9 8z war in Lebanon for he ,at 
of Israel has ye, be measured, b„, its short-term effec onIt 
government that launched the war was disastrous. The mtiter o 
Defense was forced to resign hrs post eight months lateT andthe 
P minister resigned in September 1983 against a backdron nf 

endTnsight ■*”“ inV ° IVemen ' in with no satisfacto- 

mestic politics and LvelopmenL^the krgt'Middle E^Aatth 0 ’ 

00 primarily seeks to explore. Special e m 8 pha“tM » 

Z 9 T and the events leadin § t0 a number of reasons^ 

authoS anCe l thdr J ntrinSiC intereSt and the absence ^ yet of 

srr* h are avaiiab,e f ° r the earHer p has - the 

1Q77 8^ sp W Same u reaSOn the cha Pters that deal with the years 
whL^ 1 3n inter P reta tion with a narrative account 
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recent events can be judged and evaluated? Are there sources avail- 
able for a proper understanding of military moves, political ties, and 
diplomatic initiatives, many of which are still shrouded in secrecy? 
Can the author rise above the passions and controversies that the 
war for Lebanon has aroused? 

I obviously believe that all these questions can be answered in the 
affirmative, but a few words about approach and method seem to be 
in order. The writing of contemporary history is hampered by lim¬ 
ited information and by the certainty of changes in perspective that 
the passing of time, new events, and fresh revelations are bound to 
produce. These can be offset only by firmly grounding the in¬ 
terpretation and the narrative in a historical perspective. I am aware 
that the full story of the war for Lebanon in the years 1970-83 cannot 
yet be told. We still do not know exactly how the Lebanese civil war 
broke out in April 1975, what political and diplomatic moves pre¬ 
ceded Syria's entry into Lebanon, or what the American and Israeli 
governments agreed upon in May 1982. But the book does not pur¬ 
port to tell the story in such a fashion; rather, it suggests an outline 
of events which fits into an analytical framework. 

The sources for this study vary with the subject and the period. 
Some are well documented through memoirs, secondary sources, 
press coverage, and the rich polemical and apologetic literature that 
the parties to the conflict have produced during the years. Some of 
the other aspects particularly of more recent ones are scantily docu¬ 
mented. Among the sources used for writing about contemporary 
Middle Eastern history, radio broadcasts occupy a special place. 
Radio is often the medium through which speeches, political ser¬ 
mons, and raw information are transmitted. Arab and Israeli radio 
broadcasts are faithfully recorded by three monitoring services: the 
BBC service. Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS) in Wash¬ 
ington, and the Israeli monitoring service. They have all been exten¬ 
sively used in researching the subject of this volume. Then too, I 
was able to discuss the events of the past few years with Israeli, 
American, and Lebanese participants. These were not formal inter¬ 
views and they are not referred to as such in footnotes, but they did 
provide me with insight into attitudes and outlooks for which I am 
indebted to my interlocutors. 

My thanks are due to many others as well. The Shiloah Institute at 
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Tel Aviv University has in the past twelve years been much more 
than my work place. I thank my colleagues at the Institute, Hanna 
Zamir, in particular, and the Institute's staff, Amira Margalith, Edna 
Liftman, Tali Mor, Lydia Gareh, Maggie Mahlab, and Ami Salant 
and his staff at the documentation system. Hanna Ben Artzi has 
been an effective research assistant in this and other projects. 

Much of the writing was actually done while I was on leave in the 
Department of Near Eastern Studies at Cornell University. The fac¬ 
ulty, staff, and students all helped in the effort. Part of the manu¬ 
script was read and discussed during the Middle East seminar at the 
Lehrman Institute in the winter and spring of 1982-83 I thank 
Robert Tucker and Nick Rizopoulos for organizing an excellent sem¬ 
inar and them and the other participants for their criticism and 
suggestions. Walter Lippincott, Jr., now the director of Cornell Uni¬ 
versity Press, and Fouad Ajami, Carl Brown, and Elie Kedourie read 
the manuscript and made numerous suggestions that contributed to 
its improvement. I remain responsible for the lingering deficiencies 
The Ford Foundation through Israel's Foundations Trustees facili¬ 
tated much of the research that underlies this book. And finally, my 
gratitude and love go to the other members of the team—my wife, 
Efrat, and my daughters. Iris and Orna. 

Itamar Rabinovich 

I el Aviv, Israel 


Chronology 


August 31, 1920 
May 23, 1926 

1936 

June 1941 

1943 

1946 

September 1952 


1958 


1964 

December 1968 
November 1969 
1970 


May 1973 

April 1975 

January 1976 
February 1976 


Establishment of Greater Lebanon by France. 

Establishment of a Lebanese constitutional re¬ 
public under French mandatory control. 

French-Lebanese treaty (suspended in 1939). 

Anglo-Free-French invasion of Lebanon and 
formal declaration of independence. 

Lebanese National Pact; Lebanese-French 
clashes. 

Completion of French evacuation of Lebanon. 

Bloodless coup d'etat ends Bishara al-Khuri's 
administration and begins Camille Cha- 
moun's administration. 

First Lebanese civil war; end of Chamoun's ad¬ 
ministration, beginning of Fu’ad Shihab's 
administration. 

Beginning of Charles Helou's administration. 

Israeli raid on Beirut airport; beginning of con¬ 
flict in Lebanon over Palestinian issue. 

Cairo Agreement between Lebanese Govern¬ 
ment and the PLO. 

Beginning of Suleiman Faranjiyya's administra¬ 
tion; the PLO transfers its main base from Jor¬ 
dan to Lebanon. 

Confrontation between the Lebanese army and 
the PLO. 

Opening phase of the second Lebanese civil 
war. 

Indirect Syrian intervention in the civil war. 

Syrian effort to formulate a political compromise 
in Lebanon. 
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Chronology 


March 1976 
June 1976 
September 1976 
October 1976 
July 25, 1977 

February 2, 1978 

March 16, 1978 
June 13, 1978 

August 31, 1978 

January 22-31, 1980 
July 7, 1980 
December 20-27, 1980 

April 2, 1981 

July 1981 

June 6-n, 1982 

August 1982 

September 1982 


Failure of Syrian effort; abortive coup d'etat by 
General Aziz al-Ahdab. 

Full-fledged Syrian invasion, stiff Palestinian 
opposition. 

Second Syrian offensive in Lebanon; formation 
of Lebanese Front and Lebanese Forces. 

The Riyad and Cairo agreements, which end the 
Lebanese civil war. 

The Shtura Agreement between Syria, Lebanon, 
and the PLO—another attempt at implement¬ 
ing the Cairo Agreement. 

The Fayadiyya incident, which marks the begin- 
ning of Syria s conflict with the Lebanese 
Front. 

Israel's Litani Operation in southern Lebanon. 
Killing of Tony Faranjiyya by a Phalangist 
squad. 

Disappearance of Musa al-Sadr, the Shi'i Imam, 
during a visit to Libya. 

First phase of Syria's redeployment in Lebanon. 
Phalangist raid on the Chamounist militia. 

First phase of Syrian-Phalangist fighting in 
Zahle. 

Second phase of Syrian-Phalangist fighting in 
Zahle; developed into the missile crisis. 
Israeli-Palestinian fighting; cease-fire negotiated 
by U.S. Ambassador Philip Habib. 

Israel's Operation Peace for Galilee and the Syr- 
ian-Israeli cease-fire. 

Bashir Jumayyil elected president of Lebanon; 

the PLO evacuates Beirut. 

President Ronald Reagan's Middle East peace 
initiative; assassination of Bashir Jumayyil; 
massacre at Sabra and Shatila; beginning of 
Amin Jumayyil's administration. 


The War for Lebanon, 1970-1985 
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CHAPTER 1 


The Lebanese Paradox 


The outbreak of the second Lebanese civil war in 1975 and the 
subsequent collapse of the Lebanese state can be studied from two 
diametrically opposed vantage points. From one, the independent 
Lebanese republic appears to be artificial and archaic, built on shaky 
demographic and political foundations, and therefore doomed to be 
destroyed by the domestic and external foes of its political system. 
Consequently, the first thirty years of its history are simply the 
working out of prophecy: that tension and contradiction are inher¬ 
ent in Lebanese politics. From the other vantage point, the Lebanese 
political system is seen as an impressive and unique attempt in the 
Middle East to develop a pluralistic polity, a state able to contain a 
heterogeneous population against difficult odds. This view derived 
encouragement from the system's capacity to endure for thirty 
years—in an unstable environment—through its imaginative re¬ 
sponses to successive challenges. 1 


The Nature of the Lebanese State 

Underlying these contradictory interpretations of Lebanon's re¬ 
cent history is the more fundamental debate on the nature of the 
Lebanese state and on the degree of continuity between historic 
Lebanon and the post-World War I Lebanese state. Was the inde¬ 
pendent Lebanese republic of the years 1945-75 311 essentially 
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The War for Lebanon 

Christian state, the successor and perpetuator of a long tradition? 
Or was it a new entity, shaped by but never fully adjusted to the 
demographic realities of its 1920 boundaries? 2 The notion of a Leba¬ 
nese political entity was officially embodied for the first time in 1861 
when, under European pressure and guarantee, an autonomous 
province (Mutasarifiyya) was established in Mount Lebanon. Its 
establishment was the product of several historical processes, the 
complexity and subtleties of which are reflected also in the subse¬ 
quent history of the Lebanese polity. In tracing the evolution of the 
Lebanese entity, it is useful to distinguish between its territory, its 
population, and its political system. 

The name Mount Lebanon applied originally only to the northern 
part of the Mountain. With the migration of the growing Maronite 
population, the name gradually encompassed the whole mountain. 
The rugged Mountain had traditionally attracted minority commu¬ 
nities—heterodox Muslims and Christians—that in the later Middle 
Ages and early modern period sought refuge from the governments 
of the Sunni empires (Mameluk and Ottoman) that dominated the 
region. The Druze and Maronite were the two principal commu¬ 
nities on Mount Lebanon, but Shi'is, Melchites, and Sunnis became 
associated with the Lebanese entity either through living at the 
Mountain's edges or by coming under the authority of the Lebanese 
emirates of the Ma'nids (1516-1697) and the Shihabis (1697-1841). 

The Ma'nid emirate ( imarah ) developed out of the protofeudal 
social stratification, land tenure, military service, and system of tax 
collection in the Shuf Mountain, the original mountain of the Druze. 
In its heyday, under Fakhr al-Din (1585-1635), the emirate was 
characterized by (a) virtual autonomy within the framework of the 
Ottoman Empire, (b) Druze-Maronite cooperation, which tran¬ 
scended the rigid religious and communal lines known elsewhere in 
the region, (c) the extension of the emir's authority into other parts 
of Ottoman Syria, and (d) the development of Lebanon's relation¬ 
ship with Latin-Catholic Europe. 

When the Ma'nid male line became extinct in 1697, it was replaced 
by the Shihabis. The latter were Sunni and not Druze, but the emi¬ 
rate was already clearly losing its distinct Druze bias. The trend was 
accentuated in the eighteenth century by two separate develop¬ 
ments—the migration of a large part of the Druze to southern Syria 

18 


The Lebanese Paradox 

because of intracommunal fighting, and the territorial expansion of 
the Maromtes. This process was to a large extent led by the Maronite 
church, whose predominance in the community was acquired at the 
expense of Maronite feudatories. The Shihabi family in fact convert¬ 
ed to Maronite Catholicism; but it was characteristic of the ambigu- 
ous rekhonslnp between religion and politics in the Lebanese entity 
that the religious affiliation of the Shihabi family remained opaque 
The long reign of Emir Bashir II (1788-1840) reinforced the tradi¬ 
tion and legacy of a strong central authority exercised over Mount 
Lebanon and the areas adjacent to it. His fall, and the end of the 
Shihabi emirate (1841), were followed by twenty years of social and 
po ltical upheaval: a revolt by Maronite peasants against their Mar¬ 
onite landlords (1858), and a Druze-Maronite civil war (i860) in 
which the less numerous but more warlike Druze at first routed 
their enemies, who were then saved by the intervention of a French 
expeditionary force. The events in i860 brought to the surface and 
nourished a new ingredient in Lebanese politics of the nineteenth 
century—religious solidarity and religious hatred. 

France's intervention and European pressure brought about the 
creation of an autonomous Lebanese province within the Ottoman 
Empire. The autonomous Lebanon of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries had a clear Christian majority and character and 
a political system that offered representation and a share of political 
power to minority communities. It was an exceptional entity in its 
Muslim environment, and its tentative existence owed much to 
Europe s support. Indeed, when World War I broke out, the Otto¬ 
man government abolished the 1861 arrangements and established 
its direct rule over Mount Lebanon (1915). 3 

A sizable segment of the Maronite community refused to recon¬ 
cile itself to the "smaller Lebanon" of the i86i-i 915 period and 
demanded that all the area united by the Lebanese emirate be in¬ 
cluded in the new Lebanese entity. (See Map i.) Without Beirut and 
much of its agricultural and commercial hinterland, the muta¬ 
sarifiyya appeared to these Maronite nationalists as a poor and weak 
version of the Lebanon they aspired to. Their time came after 1918, 
when France secured a mandate for Syria and Lebanon. Some of the 
authors of French policy in the Levant supported the Maronite mili¬ 
tants demands, arguing that Lebanon's Catholic population was 
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France s one reliable ally against the hostile Arab nationalists and 
Muslims in the hinterland and that Lebanon’s economic viability 
should therefore be bolstered. Thus, when on September i, 1920, 
the French added parts of Ottoman Syria to the original territory of 
the autonomous province of Lebanon, they created a completely 
distinct state—Greater Lebanon. 4 

The consequences of this measure were clear at the time to at least 
one perceptive and prescient French official, Robert de Caix, who in 
his internal memoranda warned of the dangers inherent in the cre¬ 
ation of Greater Lebanon. De Caix was an architect of the policy that 
sought to break the French-mandated territory in the Levant into a 
patchwork of ethnic units and to prevent the crystallization of a 
large, anti-French, Syrian Arab entity. A larger Christian Lebanon 
would be a mainstay of France's position, but the expansion of 
Lebanon's territory should be done with prudence and moderation. 
"We know of no reason to annex Tripoli to Lebanon," he wrote in 
July 1920. "It is a Sunni Muslim center, rather fanatic, and not 
wishing at all to be incorporated in a country with a Christian major¬ 
ity. In the same vein, de Caix argued that "it is most questionable 
whether such a large city as Beirut, which will no doubt contain half 
the Lebanese population in a few years, is the most desirable capital 
for the Mountain, whose character might be greatly altered by the 
move." 5 

Indeed, the net effect of the creation of Greater Lebanon was 
Syrian irredentism and the disruption of the demographic balance 
in the new state, resulting in discord between the traditional Mar- 
onite Christian ethos, which underlay its creation, and the hetero¬ 
geneous composition of its population. How was this discord to be 
resolved? One school of thought among the Maronites saw the 
solution in continued reliance on French support. As long as French 
or other external support was certain, the Lebanese state could be 
preserved as a Christian entity against domestic and external Mus¬ 
lim and Arab nationalist opposition. Another school of thought, 
headed by Emile Edde (Lebanon's president, 1936-41), was con¬ 
vinced by the 1932 census that the Muslims were about to become 
the majority in the Lebanese state and that the possibility of France 
abandoning the Lebanese Christians had to be taken seriously. 
Edde concluded that it was essential to "expedite the territorial 
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reduction of Lebanon in order to enable the latter state to have a 
more consistent Christian majority. By amputating Tripoli and 
southern Lebanon from the Lebanese state, "Lebanon will be rid of 
almost 140,000 Shi'i and Sunni Muslims and will be left with a Chris¬ 
tian majority equalling about eighty percent of its population." 6 
(See Map 2.) Edde tried to win the support of the French govern¬ 
ment, which was not unimpressed with his reasoning but which in 
the end chose to preserve the territorial status quo. Still, Edde did 
not abandon his idea, and in 1946 he sent an emissary to Chaim 
Weizmann, the Zionist leader, to attempt to persuade Weizmann to 
seek the incorporation of southern Lebanon and its predominantly 
Muslim population into the Jewish national home. 7 

Alongside these comparatively straightforward solutions, other, 
more subtle approaches were developed. In the more complex polit¬ 
ical arena and atmosphere of the post-1920 Lebanese state, Chris¬ 
tian intellectuals and politicians tried to devise a formula that would 
enable the non-Christian minorities to find their place in an essen¬ 
tially Christian Lebanon. Thus the Catholic banker and intellectual 
Michel Chiha saw the modern Lebanese state as a successor to the 
ancient Phoenicians, a merchant republic, bearer of a Mediterra¬ 
nean culture, illuminator of its environment, and an interpreter 
between East and West. Chiha's notion of Phoenicianism was fur¬ 
ther developed and given a Christian flavor by two Maronite poets, 
Charles Corm and Sa'id 'Aql. Later, the concept of I'asile de Liban, 
Lebanon as a haven for persecuted minorities—Druze and Shi a as 
well as Christian—was put forth. But neither concept appealed to 
Lebanon's Muslim population, and rather than mobilizing support 
among Greater Lebanon's opponents, each concept served only as a 
legitimizing tool for its defenders. 8 

Chiha's stronger impact on the development of the Lebanese 
state came from his contributions to the drafting of the 1926 con¬ 
stitution and to the shaping of the Lebanese republic's political 
institutions. Some flexibility was built into the constitution and the 
governmental structure, which enabled the Lebanese political sys¬ 
tem to adapt to the changes that occurred in the 1930s and 1940s. 9 
During most of the interwar years, Lebanese politics were domi¬ 
nated by the conflict between Lebanese Catholic communities sup- 



•lap 2. Lebanon: Approximate concentration areas of major communities. 
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The War for Lebanon 

ported by France and the Sunni and Greek Orthodox communities, 
which rejected the legitimacy of the Lebanese state, objected to the 
Maronites' political supremacy, and demanded that Lebanon (or 
part of it) be added onto a larger Arab state. But by the 1940s, the 
Lebanese political spectrum had altered because of the integration 
of the Shi'i community into the Lebanese state; the rise of ideologi¬ 
cal, extraparliamentary parties; and the crystallization of distinct 
political groups within the Maronite and Sunni establishments, 
groups shaped by differences of policy orientations as well as by 
personal and regional conflicts. 

World War II, France's political decline, and the apparent ascen¬ 
dancy of Pan-Arab nationalism facilitated the victory within the 
Maronite community of Bishara al-Khuri and other leaders, who 
urged an accommodation with Lebanon's Muslim communities and 
the Arab world and the abandonment of the traditional aspiration 
and demand for a Christian Lebanon. This development was 
matched by the crystallization of a Sunni leadership, headed by 
Riad al-Sulh, that despite its ritualistic commitment to Arab na¬ 
tionalism and unity was willing to share power with a senior Mar¬ 
onite partner in a Lebanese state. 

In 1943, these two groups reached an oral agreement known as 
the National Pact, which made possible the establishment of an 
independent Lebanon. The Muslim political establishment recog¬ 
nized the legitimacy of a sovereign Lebanese entity in return for the 
Christian communities' willingness to share power and recognition 
of at least partial Arab character of this entity. The distribution of 
power among the various communities according to their presumed 
numerical strength—by then a traditional pattern in Lebanon was 
also agreed upon. Christian supremacy in the state was exemplified 
in the decision to elect a Maronite as its powerful president and to 
establish a ratio of six Christian deputies to every five Muslim depu¬ 
ties in parliament. The Lebanese polity was not based on the pre¬ 
sumed existence of a Lebanese nation but on a confederation of 
protonational communities, each of which claimed the ultimate alle¬ 
giance of its members. This unique political system, which acknowl¬ 
edged the primacy of its constituent religious communities and 
vested them with political power, came to be dubbed confessional. 

The Muslim establishment's willingness to accept Christian 
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hegemony in Lebanon, when Christian numerical strength was 
clearly declining, was induced by a number of factors whose influ¬ 
ence continued in later years. The Muslim leadership could not 
ignore the historical basis for the Christian claim to a special status 
and a special role in Lebanon, nor could it disregard the American 
and European support for this claim. The Sunni establishment was 
fully aware of the significant concessions made by its Maronite 
counterparts in 1943 ' as well as of their common interests. Changing 
the status quo might, after all, play into the hands of more radical 
Sunnis and the Shi'is, whose share of power in the government no 
longer reflected their numbers. This process of political accom¬ 
modation was characteristic of a widespread tendency in the Arab 
world during the interwar years, as the states created by the 1918-20 
settlement acquired vitality and as local elites with vested interests 
in perpetuating the territorial status quo emerged. Yet not all Mus¬ 
lims and Christians accepted the 1943 compromise, and segments of 
the major communities continued to harbor dreams either of an 
Arab union or of a purely Christian Lebanon. 

The political system of post-1943 Lebanon was based on the politi¬ 
cal institutions of the mandatory period and on the National Pact. It 
was unique, complex, and its inherent flaws were quite evident. It 
was conservative by definition, as an ascriptive system based on the 
preservation of the status quo. With confessionalism as a cor¬ 
nerstone of the political system, religious leaders and other tradi¬ 
tional leaders and interests kept their prominence within their re¬ 
spective communities. This conservative bias was further reinforced 
by other characteristics of the political system, such as the electoral 
system, which served to preserve the position of community nota¬ 
bles (Zu'ama) and to hinder the development of parliamentary polit¬ 
ical parties across communal and regional boundaries. 10 By electing 
parliamentary members through regional lists, the Zu'ama were 
practically assured of election and could often carry with them into 
parliament a number of clients. Often the Zu'ama would function 
alongside the formal and bureaucratic structures, offering services 
and protection and demanding allegiance, votes, and sometimes 
participation in violent conflicts. 11 In describing the phenomenon 
known as Wasita (mediation and the exercising of influence), Peter 
Gubser says: 
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These personal services take many forms and subsequently create vari¬ 
ous ties to the za’im, which he may in turn use for his benefit. Because 
of the administrative reforms, the leaders can no longer easily obtain 
employment for their clients in the state bureaucracy but they can 
exercise influence on where a man is posted. If a Zahlawi who is 
assigned to Tripoli wants to work in Zahlah, the easiest way to effect 
this change is to use his za’im 's influence. As a result of this service, the 
za’im has not only insured the man's support at the polls, but also put a 
man in a bureaucratic position who will be able to help him in the 
future. 12 

The Lebanese parliament thus reflected the web of relationships 
among the traditional foci of power in the country. And moreover, it 
was for a rather long period virtually closed to new contenders. 
Furthermore, in upholding the principles of confessionalism and 
playing down the notions of nation and class, the Lebanese political 
system acquired an archaic complexion, and from the mid-1960s it 
found itself challenged by the political attitudes prevailing in most 
of the outside world. 

But the system had important merits, not least of which was that it 
was based on an awareness of the fundamental conflict in Lebanon 
and attempted to come to grips with it. In this respect, Lebanon was 
significantly different from Syria and Iraq, whose political systems 
were ostensibly built on the assumption that communal differences 
had given way to an allegiance to Arabism. Furthermore, the Leba¬ 
nese political system contained mechanisms designed to blunt in- 
tercommunal rivalries and to require intercommunal cooperation. 
The historical roots of the system and its gradual evolution gave it 
significant advantages over possible alternatives. And whatever the 
system's obvious deficiencies, it did not seem that any other could 
preserve the Lebanese state as a pluralistic polity. Furthermore, it 
was the only genuine parliamentary system that survived and func¬ 
tioned in the post-World War II Arab world. 13 


The 1958 Civil War 

The challenges to the status quo in Lebanon since the 1940s have 
come primarily from three sources. First, some Muslims rejected the 
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1943 compromise and its political system as unrepresentative of its 
population. Second, a variety of ideologically inclined groups and 
individuals (Arab nationalists, Communists, and other advocates of 
social and economic change) viewed the existing system as a barrier 
to the implementation of their ideas. Finally, external forces (such as 
Syria, Egypt, and the Soviet Union) sought to establish influence in 
Lebanon and to weaken Western presence and influence. 

Until the second half of the 1950s, the Lebanese system warded 
off these challengers with relative ease. Supporters of the status quo 
controlled the government, and the opposition was relegated to a 
marginal position outside or on the fringes of the parliamentary 
system. In these circumstances, it was quite natural for members of 
the traditional elite to adhere to a strict interpretation of the status 
quo. Their sense of security was in fact reinforced by the 1952 crisis, 
which ended in the forced resignation of Bishara al-Khuri and the 
election of Camille Chamoun. When compared to the military take¬ 
overs in Syria and Egypt, the assassination of King Abdallah in 
Jordan, and the violent conflicts between government and opposi¬ 
tion in Iraq, the Lebanese crisis was merely a matter of bickerings 
among the ruling elite. The Lebanese took pride in the fact that the 
army refused to intervene in the crisis and that it was resolved 
peacefully through constitutional channels. 14 

The first major crisis to threaten the existence of the Lebanese 
state erupted in 1958, under the combined pressure of domestic and 
regional developments. The upsurge of messianic Pan-Arab na¬ 
tionalism under the leadership of Gamal Abdel Nasser, plus the 
Egyptian-Iraqi rivalry (and the Great Power rivalry superimposed 
on it), set the regional scene for the explosion. Nasserism offered an 
external focus of loyalty for Lebanon's Muslims, to the detriment of 
their attachment to the Lebanese state. Why accept a secondary 
position in a state dominated by Christians with ambivalent atti¬ 
tudes to Arabism, when Arabism was about to enjoy its finest hour? 

Christian leaders were sharply divided as to the best response to 
these developments. Some favored a conciliatory and flexible policy 
which would enable Lebanon to weather the storm. Others, headed 
by Chamoun, advocated a resolute policy based on unambivalent 
cooperation with the West and the conservative Arab states against 
the wave of revolutionary Pan-Arab nationalism. The problem was 
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further compounded by Chamoun's decision to modify the con¬ 
stitution to enable his reelection for a second consecutive term. 
Some Christian and Muslim politicians opposed this, and during 
the 1957 elections Chamoun sought to exclude them from the new 
parliament. He was successful in several cases, and the new parlia¬ 
ment was much more supportive than its predecessor. But it was a 
Pyrrhic victory, for several important politicians ousted by Cha¬ 
moun thereafter pitted themselves against the Lebanese parliamen¬ 
tary system. 

Tension mounted after the formation of the United Arab Republic 
in February 1958, and a civil war broke out between Chamoun's 
supporters and his opponents, most of whom were Muslims. This 
conflict mainly involved Phalangist militias and the Lebanese Syrian 
Nationalist Party (a radical party advocating a united Greater Syria, 
but acting at that time to defend the Lebanese entity against the 
onslaught of Pan-Arabism). The Lebanese army, led by Fu’ad 
Shihab, maintained a neutral line. The fighting ended with the land¬ 
ing of American marines in Beirut, while the political war subsided 
after another historic compromise had been devised. Chamoun re¬ 
nounced reelection, and Shihab was elected president. Under the 
slogan "no victors and no vanquished," it was decided to restore 
the status quo. The marked improvement in the position of the 
Muslims and the rebel leaders, shown in the composition of the first 
postwar cabinet, brought the Phalanges out on the streets. This 
threatened to reactivate the crisis and forced the formation of a new 
and more balanced government. 

The Lebanese civil war of 1958 had manifold causes, but the over¬ 
riding issue was undoubtedly a Christian-Muslim struggle over the 
nature of the Lebanese state. The compromise that ended the strug¬ 
gle had important consequences in the following years. 15 

The Years 1958-70 

The lessons of the 1958 crisis and the general regional develop¬ 
ments had a salutary influence on the stability of the Lebanese 
political system. The civil war demonstrated to both Christians and 
Muslims that extremist policies in the delicate circumstances obtain- 
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ing in Lebanon were bound to lead to violent crises. It also showed 
» that whatever the shortcomings of the existing system, the alterna¬ 
tives were still less attractive. With the checking of the messianic 
wave of Pan-Arab nationalism and the gradual decline of the 
Nasserite movement, the pressure on Lebanon was alleviated. De¬ 
velopments in the Arab Middle East after 1958, especially in Syria, 
showed that the Lebanese political system and way of life had dis¬ 
tinct advantages over the patterns in other Arab countries. 

Fu ad Shihab's leadership was instrumental in steering Lebanon 
out of the crisis. The new president (1958-64) was favored with a 
number of assets: an authoritative personality, family prestige, a 
basis of power in the army, and neutral posture throughout the 
crisis—appearing at the end as a savior-hero. Although he was a 
Maronite, he adopted a moderate line, advocating a healthy balance 
between Lebanon's Christian identity and an Arab nationalist orien¬ 
tation. Shihab manipulated the Lebanese political system dex¬ 
terously and conducted a slightly pro-Nasserite foreign policy. But 
while Shihab was successful in restabilizing the Lebanese system, 
he was far less successful in coping with the more fundamental 
questions. What was the nature of the Lebanese political communi¬ 
ty, some twenty years after the 1943 National Pact? Was Lebanon's 
political system still suited to the country's realities? Did it afford the 
degree of flexibility needed for dealing with domestic and external 
problems and changes? 

Conservatives among the Maronites and other Christians con¬ 
tinued to view Lebanon as the embodiment of the notion of a Chris¬ 
tian Catholic entity closely linked to the West, a Christian haven and 
fortress in the midst of a hostile Muslim environment. They argued 
that the political arrangements made in 1943, although themselves a 
compromise that diluted Lebanon's original character, should be 
kept, even in the event the Christians lost their numerical superi¬ 
ority. By accepting the principle of accommodation and adaptation 
now, the Christian communities would undermine the system that 
guaranteed their hegemony and security. Nor should the social and 
economic system—based on a free economy, a small bureaucracy, 
low taxation, and minimal government intervention in social and 
economic processes—be reformed. This state of affairs served the 
interests of the elite and further widened the gap between Christian 
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communities (which enjoyed private and parochial education and 
other social services) and Muslim communities, particularly the 
Shi'is (which lagged behind in their social and economic develop¬ 
ment). The conservatives naturally resisted changes that were 
bound to adversely affect their immediate interests. They also 
feared that reform would mobilize the Muslim communities and 
poorer classes, with unfortunate political consequences. 

Moderate Christian leaders, while sharing the concerns and aims 
of the conservatives, advocated reform and adaptation as the only 
way to address these concerns. They strove for a redefinition of the 
relation between state and community, which would acknowledge 
a Lebanese political community above the communities that con¬ 
stituted it. Doubtless this Lebanese community was to have a Chris¬ 
tian character, but it could be implicit rather than explicit. Political 
institutions and practices should be adapted to new realities, and 
social and economic reforms should be instituted lest the benign 
neglect" of the traditional politicians lead to a social and political 
explosion. 

Shihab's policies reflected many of these ideas. He was a practical 
politician rather than the formulator of doctrines and ideologies, 
and when he encountered serious difficulties in reforming the tradi¬ 
tional system through traditional political channels, he tried to cir¬ 
cumvent the political system by building a powerful state appara¬ 
tus. Government bureaucracy and the deuxieme bureau (military 
intelligence) were developed as an alternative system of govern¬ 
ment, designed to split or crush those groups powerful enough to 
resist the president's efforts to impinge on their privileges. Shihab's 
strategy produced a series of reforms and changes but did little to 
resolve Lebanon's fundamental dilemma. This failure was largely 
concealed during Shihab's term by his dominant personality and 
the relatively smooth functioning of the political system under his 
stewardship. 16 But when he stepped down in 1964, the failure of his 
more ambitious plans exposed that fundamental dilemma. The in¬ 
herent flaws in the Lebanese entity became evident. But it was 
equally apparent that attempts at extensive reforms or revisions 
were certain to upset the delicate balance on which the whole sys¬ 
tem rested. Furthermore, modernization and social mobilization 
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were weakening the position of conservative elements and 
strengthening extraparliamentary and other opposition groups that 
sought to join, to modify, or to overthrow the political system. 17 

But in the years immediately following Shihab's presidency, Leb¬ 
anon's politicians focused less on underlying issues and more on 
immediate problems, which the existing system was hard put to 
solve. Some of these derived from the way power was transferred to 
the new president, Charles Helou. Shihab left the presidency rather 
reluctantly, and together with his entourage he sought to perpetu¬ 
ate his influence through his meek successor. The president plays a 
vital role in the Lebanese political system, which was affected by the 
weakness of the new president. Unlike the Shihabi period, there 
was no stable majority in parliament, and the relationships among 
the president, the prime minister, and the parliament were far from 
satisfactory. Rivalries among Arab states in the years 1964-67, the 
rising tension in the Arab-Israeli conflict, and finally the Six Day 
War forced the Lebanese government to make decisions harmful to 
the stability of the political system. Still more ominous pressure was 
felt at the end of 1968, when the presence and activities of the 
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and its constituent organi¬ 
zations became a cardinal issue and a catalyst for other 
developments. 

The full impact of these developments was not absorbed until the 
mid-1970s. In the late 1960s and very early 1970s, conservative Leba¬ 
non enjoyed an Indian summer of sorts. In the parliamentary elec¬ 
tions of 1968, the three large Maronite parties (Pierre Jumayyil's 
Phalange, Camille Chamoun's National Liberals, and Raymond 
Edde's National Bloc) coordinated their campaigns and enhanced 
their collective influence. 18 Partly as a result of this, the Shihabi bloc 
(Nahj) was defeated in the 1970 presidential elections, and a tradi¬ 
tional, conservative Maronite leader from northern Lebanon, Sulei¬ 
man Faranjiyya, was elected president. 

Faranjiyya was very much the traditional Za f im, a leader of the 
clan, and an important political and economic force in Zugharta. In 
1957, Faranjiyya was implicated in the "Ziyara incident," in which 
several members and followers of the rival Duwayhi clan were 
killed. Faranjiyya had to flee to Syria. It was only in i960 that Faran- 
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jiyya inherited the position, held previously by his brother Hamid, 
as the principal national representative of northern Lebanon's 
Maronites. 19 

Favorable circumstances and his initially successful cooperation 
with the Sunni leader of Beirut, Sa’ib Salam, resulted in a relatively 
smooth functioning of the political system. But the early phase of 
Faranjiyya's presidency did not actually signify a revival of Leba¬ 
non's traditional politics. By 1973, a series of domestic and external 
developments converged to produce a crisis that Faranjiyya and the 
groups he represented were incapable of coping with. 

How is the transition from the controlled tension of the late 1960s 
to the civil war of 1975 to be explained? It is hardly surprising that 
most analyses originate in their authors' view of the essential Leba¬ 
nese system. Some prophets of doom saw the collapse of the system 
as inevitable, expedited perhaps by extraneous factors. The sociolo¬ 
gist Halim Barakat, who in 1973 predicted the collapse of the Leba¬ 
nese system, wrote in 1976-77 that "according to the framework 
employed in this study, the current civil war in Lebanon is a 
culmination of a confrontation that has been building up between 
the forces of change and the forces for maintaining the established 
order against all odds and quite often in opposition to the professed 
principles of the society and government." 20 Those who take a 
positive view of the post-1943 Lebanese state and political system 
offer different interpretations of the 1975-76 civil war. Political sci¬ 
entist Iliya Harik argues that social and economic tensions in Leba¬ 
non were manageable, that the system was undergoing a transfor¬ 
mation, and that power was subtly shifting from Christian hands to 
Muslim hands. Contemplating the same data as Barakat, Harik ar¬ 
gues that his "survey of social and economic factors did not reveal 
any conditions serious enough to inspire such a degree of violence 
over such a protracted period of time." His thesis is that the Leba¬ 
nese system did not collapse under its own weight but was rather 
the victim of extraneous influences: "it would have survived one 
way or another had it not been for the unusual regional violence in 
which it was trapped. A historical accident no doubt, but one of 
traumatic magnitude." 21 

The difference between these two vantage points is moot. Nor is 
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the difference between their implications as stark as it may appear at 
first sight. After all, even those who argue that the collapse of the 
Lebanese system was inevitable agree that the events of the early 
1970s precipitated the crisis. The following account of the roys-yb 
civil war will, indeed, be preceded by an interpretation of the do¬ 
mestic and external changes that affected Lebanon in the earlv 
i9yos. 3 


33 












CHAPTER 


The Second Civil War, 1975-76 


The course of Lebanon's modern history can, as we have seen, be 
interpreted as the inevitable outcome of conflict between contend¬ 
ing concepts of the Lebanese entity and the Lebanese state. Alter¬ 
natively, it can be viewed as the product of a permanent effort to 
maintain a subtle balance among domestic and external forces, a 
balance often preserved by external protection (the European 
powers until 1914, France during the mandatory penod) and inter¬ 
vention (the United States in 1958). But in independent Lebanon, it 
was primarily the political leadership that had to keep domestic and 
external balance. The balance was upset temporarily m 1958, re- 
stored during the Shihab presidency, and maintained against in¬ 
creasingly difficult odds through the 1960s and early 1970s. It was 
then shattered by the continuous influences of the domestic and 
external changes that converged during Suleiman Faranjiyya s 
presidency. 1 


Prelude to Crisis 

In 1972-76, several events had an unsettling effect on Lebanon. 
The establishment of the PLO's principal base is particularly impor¬ 
tant. It is examined separately, below. Among other events were the 
oil embargo and the consequent accumulation of immense financia 
resources in some Arab countries. The collective power of the Ara 
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world—and, within the Arab world, the influence of Saudi Arabia 
and other distinctly Islamic oil-producing states—grew. Thus Islam 
and Islamic solidarity assumed a clearer political role. There was a 
new sense of Arab and Muslim power, which in moments of high 
enthusiasm led various Arab leaders and writers to refer to the Arab 
world as a new superpower in a new international order. 

This new feeling was less overwhelming than Nasserism in its 
heyday, but its effect on Lebanon's Muslims was comparable. Why 
should they continue to accept Christian hegemony in Lebanon, 
when elsewhere Islam and Arabism were triumphant, or nearly so? 
The new assertiveness of Lebanon's Muslims was evidenced by the 
political prominence of the leaders of the Sunni and Shi f a religious 
establishments. The mood was accentuated by a growth of Leba¬ 
non's Muslim majority as well as by the altered position of the 
Western powers in the region. In 1958, when the United States 
landed marines in Beirut Lebanon perceived the intervention as a 
manifestation of the West's commitment to the preservation of Leb¬ 
anon's political status quo. Fifteen years later, however, the reper¬ 
cussions of the 1958 intervention had faded, and the position of the 
United States and its attitude to Lebanon had changed consider¬ 
ably. In the mid-1970s, the United States was not very likely to 
intervene on behalf of a political system that many influential Amer¬ 
icans viewed as outdated. The United States and Western Europe 
were seeking friends and influence in other parts of the Arab world 
and were not likely to jeopardize these interests for the sake of the 
vague notion of a Christian Lebanon. 

The Middle East oil revolution in 1973-74 also added to social and 
economic tensions in Lebanon. The case has been argued per¬ 
suasively that these social and economic gaps were not as wide as 
had once been believed. 2 But gaps did exist, and they were widened 
by the influx of oil revenues and by the weakness of the state mecha¬ 
nisms that might have mitigated their impact. The political signifi¬ 
cance of these gaps was heightened by events in Beirut and in the 
area of the Israeli border. Only fifty miles separate the border vil¬ 
lages from Beirut. People and ideas made that trip in both directions 
in the early 1970s, as Tawfiq Yusuf Awwad's novel Death in Beirut so 
vividly illustrates: Through the story of a young girl drawn from her 
small village in southern Lebanon to Beirut, the author sketches a 
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gallery of characters woven into the stories of Lebanese politics and 
southern Lebanon during these years. 3 

Political life in overpopulated Beirut—a capital much too large for 
a country as small as Lebanon (as Robert de Caix had predicted)— 
was affected by the juxtaposition of a new, poor district to affluent 
districts, by a sharp demarcation between a predominantly Chris¬ 
tian (eastern) part of the city and a predominantly Muslim (western) 
part, and by the presence of Palestinian refugees. Migration to 
Beirut tended to arouse or intensify sectarian animosities among 
people used to more homogeneous environments. 4 The nature and 
patterns of political organization and activity changed among both 
Muslims and Christians in Beirut. The influx of a large number of 
Muslims and the radicalization of Beirut's Muslim residents under¬ 
mined the authority of the traditional political bosses in Beirut's 
Muslim quarters. Many Muslims shifted their allegiance to newer, 
more radical parties, movements, and militias. In the 1972 parlia¬ 
mentary elections, Najjah Wakim, a twenty-six-year-old lawyer 
who ran as a Nasserite, defeated a traditionalist rival. Wakim's vic¬ 
tory was indicative of a new mood and a new balance of power 
among the opponents and critics of the status quo. These trends 
were matched by the growth of Christian militias, particularly the 
Phalange, whose role as protector of the Lebanese Christian entity 
and of a threatened way of life became much more pronounced. 

Another change stemmed from Syria's newfound political sta¬ 
bility, which was the basis for an ambitious foreign policy, with 
Lebanon as one of its main targets. 5 Syria had never given up its 
implicit claim over Lebanon, or at least the parts added to it in 
September 1920. Still, the weakness of the Syrian state during the 
first twenty-five years of its independence prevented Syria from 
exerting effective pressure on Lebanon; the emergence of a com¬ 
paratively stable and effective regime made such pressure possible. 
Syria had both political and security concerns in Lebanon. Lebanon, 
as an open political society, was a threat to the closed political soci¬ 
ety of Syria. And Lebanon could be used militarily by Israel to 
outflank Syria's defenses or by Syria to open a new front against 
Israel. 

But Syria's leaders also fitted Lebanon into a larger design, 
intended to capitalize on Egypt's declining position in the Arab 
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world and to develop an independent power base for Syria that was 
to rely on its military strength and the extension of Syrian influence 
over the immediate environment: Jordan, Lebanon, and with the 
Palestinians. As the PLO's principal base as well as the center for 
several Arab political parties and movements, Lebanese territory 
was vital to a regime with Pan-Arab ambitions. Syria also developed 
a peculiar interest in Lebanon's ShTi community. This was not mere¬ 
ly the single largest community, but one that could have a soothing 
effect on Syrian domestic politics. The Syrian regime calculated that 
if Lebanon's Shi c i leaders acknowledged the Alawis as part of the 
Shi'a sect, it would help Syria's minority Alawi rulers legitimize 
their rule. This the Lebanese ShiTs did on a number of occasions in 
the summer of 1973, following the Sunni challenge to the Syrian 
Ba f thi regime in the winter and spring of that year. Lebanon's Shi c i 
leader, Musa al-Sadr, not only recognized the Alawis in Lebanon as 
part of his community but accused Syrian Sunnis of trying to mo¬ 
nopolize Islam. 6 

The means employed by Damascus to interfere in Lebanon and to 
exert pressure on the government were commensurate with the 
importance attached by the Hafiz al-Asad regime to its Lebanese 
policy. Syria could mobilize the support of at least some of the 
Palestinian organizations, its ShiT community, the pro-Syrian wing 
of the Lebanese Ba f th party, and Lebanon's half-million Syrian 
workers. Syria could also resort to such measures as cutting Leba¬ 
non off from its commercial hinterland by closing its border with 
Syria. And, ultimately, Syria could threaten military intervention. 
The cumulative effect of Syria's presence, pressure, and interven¬ 
tion became visible by 1973. Syria had intervened discreetly in the 
Lebanese elections in 1972. A year later, Damascus replaced Cairo as 
the external center of allegiance and guidance for Lebanese Muslims 
and acquired virtual veto power over major decisions concerning 
Lebanon's domestic and foreign policies. It became customary for 
Lebanese politicians to go to Damascus (in the same fashion they 
used to go to Cairo in the 1960s) and for the Syrian foreign minister, 
Abdul Halim Khaddam, to go to Beirut to mediate and arbitrate. 

Syria's influence accelerated a related development in Lebanon's 
domestic politics—the political mobilization and radicalization of its 
Shi r i community. In previous decades the Shi f i community had 
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played an important role in the consolidation of Greater Lebanon. 
The French government had skillfully exploited Shi'i distrust of 
Arab nationalism, with its distinct Sunni flavor, and had given the 
Shi'i community privileges denied by Ottoman and earlier Sunni 
administrations. In 1926, during the Syrian revolt, the French man¬ 
datory authorities recognized formally the separate judicial status of 
the Shi'i community, thus demonstrating to its leaders the advan¬ 
tages of the Lebanese entity. The Zu'ama of the Shi'a in southern 
Lebanon and the Beqa (As'ads, Himadehs, and Usayrans) were 
content with their community's share of power and wealth and did 
not agitate for the larger share it was entitled to on the basis of its 
numerical strength. Nor did the Shi'i Mujtahidun (men of religion) 
challenge either the lay political leaderships' supremacy in the com¬ 
munity or the wider political order in Lebanon. 

Several developments combined in the late 1960s and early 1970s 
to transform Shi'i quietism and passivity. In 1967, the Shi'i commu¬ 
nity was for the first time placed on the same formal footing as the 
Sunni community, when the parliament approved the formation of 
the Supreme Islamic Shi'i Council. In 1969, Imam Musa al-Sadr was 
elected its president, and he immediately set out to fortify his posi¬ 
tion as leader of the Shi'i community and to improve his communi¬ 
ty's position in Lebanon. 

Sadr's swift rise was not solely a result of his Lebanese experi¬ 
ences. He was born in Iran (to a Lebanese father, who had emi¬ 
grated to the Shi'i centers in Iran) and was educated in Iran and Iraq. 
His relationship with the shah's regime and with the regime that 
toppled it is obscure, but he and his movement must have been 
influenced by the revolutionary ideas of the Iranian Mujtahidun and 
other Shi'i activists. Some of the latter, it should be mentioned, 
found temporary refuge in southern Lebanon in the early 1970s. 
Sadr's relationship with Hafiz al-Asad's regime in Syria was another 
asset. Within five years of his election, Sadr had built a powerful 
movement—the Movement of the Disinherited (Harakat al-ma- 
hrumin)—which undermined the traditional Shi'i leadership and 
articulated and presented the community's main grievances and 
demands: a larger share of power and more positions in the Leba¬ 
nese political system, protection of Shi'i border areas, funds and 
development projects for Shi'i areas, and the remedying of various 
specific complaints. 7 
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Musa Sadr's speeches to Shi'i mass rallies in the early 1970s offer 
an interesting blend of demands, threats, and Shi'a motifs: "This 
revolution did not die in the fields of Karbala; it flowed into the life 
stream of the Islamic world and passed from generation to genera¬ 
tion, even to our day. It is a deposit placed in our hands so that we 
may profit from it, that we draw out from it as from a source a new 
reform. . . . We do not want sentiments, but action . . . from today 
on I will not keep silent . . . we want our full rights completely. Not 
only posts, but the twenty written demands in the petition [submit¬ 
ted by the Supreme Islamic Shi'i Council]. . . . Eighteen million 
pounds are destined for the improvement of roads. The south has 
received none of this and the Beqa only one-hundred thousand 
pounds. O rising generations, if our demands are not met, we will 
set about taking them by force: if this country is not given, it must be 
taken." 8 

The complex and delicate mechanisms of the Lebanese polity 
depended on the leadership and political wisdom of the communal 
leaders; the political system was ill equipped to deal with the 
changed mood of the Shi'i community. The system had functioned 
through manipulation and intrigue, the eternal tools of the weak, 
during the presidency of Charles Helou (1964-70). His predecessor, 
Shihab, never quite relinquished hopes for reelection and sought to 
perpetuate his influence and to preserve his political camp (the 
Nahj). Helou, who lacked a political base of his own, sought to 
maximize the powers of the presidency against the Sunni prime 
minister. Helou's successor, Faranjiyya, though beginning aus- a 
piciously, found it increasingly difficult to get his Muslim partners 
to cooperate in forming cabinets and maintaining a parliamentary 
majority, especially after the 1972 parliamentary elections, in which 
Syria's influence and the rising power of the Lebanese left were 
apparent. Faranjiyya resorted to a variety of unorthodox measures, 
such as the nomination of a second-echelon Sunni leader (Amin 
al-Hafiz) to lead the cabinet, in defiance of the traditional Sunni 
leadership. But rather than solve the problem, these measures only 
aggravated frictions within the political establishment and inflamed 
communal tensions. 

Furthermore, the politicians' traditional bickerings over the daily 
business of government were symptomatic of much graver underly¬ 
ing problems. Their preoccupation with preserving or achieving 
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influence and position evidenced a failure to read the writing on the 
wall and an incomprehension of the qualitative change that had 
taken place in Lebanese politics. A show of unity and restraint by 
Lebanon's traditional politicians may not have stemmed the tide, 
but its absence compounded the difficulties and added a mournful 
touch to the course of events that in retrospect is seen as a prelude to 
the civil war. Older politicians, some of whom had begun their 
political careers thirty or forty years earlier, were clearly incapable of 
coping with the most serious threat to the Lebanese system; and yet, 
in the best tradition ofanciens regimes , they were powerful enough to 
block access to others. 


The Palestinians 

The unsettling effect of the changes mentioned above was magni¬ 
fied by the presence in Lebanon of the chief bases and headquarters 
of the PLO and most of its constituent organizations. 9 Until 1968, 
the Lebanese polity viewed the Palestinian problem as essentially 
one of refugees—some 180,000 of them came to Lebanon during the 
Arab-Israeli war of 1948-49. Successive Lebanese governments re¬ 
fused to integrate the refugees into Lebanon's own population, both 
because this was the policy decreed by the Arab consensus and 
because of Lebanese Christian opposition to such an increase in 
Lebanon's Muslim population. Although the Palestinians provided 
most of the membership of the country's radical extraparliamentary 
opposition movements in the 1950s, the refugees seemed not to be a 
danger to the foundations of the Lebanese political system. A dec¬ 
ade later, however, the Palestine Liberation Movement developed 
into the first effective autonomous Palestinian national movement 
since the collapse of the Palestinian Arab community in 1949. It 
established its headquarters in Beirut and began to construct mili¬ 
tary and operational bases there and elsewhere in Lebanon. It orga¬ 
nized the Palestinian population in the camps and in other centers 
in Lebanon into autonomous extraterritorial entities. And, with the 
blessing and support of Egypt and Syria, it launched raids against 
Israel from southern Lebanon and against Israeli targets outside the 
Middle East from Beirut. 
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Egypt and Syria saw the Palestinians as a strategic component in 
the Arab-Israeli conflict and preferred them operating from Jordan 
and Lebanon. Jordan had become the PLO's principal territorial 
base, and the Jordanian-Israeli border and cease-fire lines became 
an active front during the 1968-70 Arab-Israeli War of Attrition. In 
the late 1960s, Lebanon's and Jordan's relations with the Palestin¬ 
ians evolved along parallel lines. In Jordan, controlled cooperation 
between the Hashemite regime and the Palestinians was replaced 
by virtual Palestinian autonomy, which defied Jordanian sov¬ 
ereignty and threatened the survival of the Jordanian state. In Leba¬ 
non, the severity of the PLO challenge to the existing order was 
revealed in December 1968: Palestinians from Beirut attacked El A 1 
planes, and an Israeli commando unit retaliated by raiding Beirut's 
international airport. 

The raid on Beirut's airport was in line with the thesis underlying 
most of Israel's retaliatory actions since the early 1950s: that the 
neighboring Arab states, as sovereign states, were responsible for 
activities originating in or carried through their territories. In this 
case, the purpose was to demonstrate to Lebanon the price it would 
pay for the freedom of operation given to or seized by the Palestin¬ 
ians. But the Israelis should have realized that the Lebanese state 
was too weak to resist the pressure of PLO supporters. In November 
1969, Gamal Abdel Nasser, the leader of Arab nationalism, hosted a 
meeting of the supreme commander of the Lebanese army and a 
PLO delegation, and they signed the Cairo Agreement, intended to 
regulate PLO presence and activities in Lebanon. But only a magic 
formula could have achieved its stated aims—to preserve both PLO 
autonomy and Lebanese sovereignty. In reality the Agreement le¬ 
gitimized PLO freedom of action and did little to protect Lebanon's 
interests. 

In 1970, the respective courses of Jordan's and Lebanon's rela¬ 
tions with the Palestinians diverged. In September 1970, Jordan's 
military and political elites decided to stop the corrosion of their 
state's authority by the Palestinian organization. Taking advantage 
of the PLO's mistakes and provocations, the Jordanians precipitated 
a confrontation with the Palestinian organization and drove it out of 
Jordan. But Lebanon did not have the advantages of a cohesive 
ruling elite, a strong army, and unambiguous external (American 
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and Israeli) support. Jordan's success, moreover, resulted in greater 
pressure on Lebanon, as the only base contiguous to Israel now 
available to the Palestinians. Thus many Palestinians expelled from 
Jordan moved through Syria to Lebanon. 

As events in December 1968 and their sequels show, this new 
reality was a manifold challenge to the Lebanese state. For one 
thing, the state's authority and sovereignty were subverted by ex¬ 
traterritorial enclaves and an armed force that, unlike the traditional 
Lebanese militias, was not integrated into the political system. Sec¬ 
ond, relations between Christians and Muslims were further exacer¬ 
bated by their different attitudes to the Palestinian issue: many 
Muslims regarded the provision of a refuge for the Palestinians as a 
sacred duty as well as a litmus test for the country's adherence to the 
National Pact of 1943; but many Christians regarded it as a cynical 
abuse of Lebanon's weakness by Egypt, Syria, and other Arab 
states. (Christian opposition, however, refrained in the late 1960s 
from expressing its opinion explicitly, professing support for the 
Palestinians, and arguing only that other Arab countries should also 
allow the Palestinians to operate against Israel from their borders.) 
Third, the presence and activities of the Palestinian organizations, 
Marxist ones in particular, reinforced the weak Lebanese left, turn¬ 
ing it into a formidable threat to the system. And finally, as southern 
Lebanon became a Palestinian base and a battleground for Israel and 
the Palestinians, the region's predominantly Shi'i population began 
to move northward, further disrupting Beirut's daily and political 
life. Lebanon enjoyed a brief respite in late 1970 and part of 1971. 
The Palestinians, weak and discredited, avoided a direct confronta¬ 
tion with the Lebanese government, now headed by Faranjiyya. His 
tough, conservative policies did not go unnoticed by the Palestin¬ 
ians. But their activities were renewed before 1971 was over. 

The Lebanese political elite was aware of the toll exacted by the 
perpetuation of the status quo, but its members did not believe they 
could modify it significantly. Any attempt to impose new political 
conditions was bound to be opposed by the Palestinians, their Leba¬ 
nese supporters and allies, and probably Syria as well. The conven¬ 
tional wisdom was that even if the Lebanese army could defeat or 
restrain the Palestinians—not a likely occurrence—the economic 
and political price for such a victory would be prohibitive. It 
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seemed, therefore, preferable to put up with the gradual, less 
shocking damage that the Palestinians had been inflicting on the 
tissue of Lebanese public life since 1968. This view was bolstered by 
the Lebanese army's abortive attempt in the spring of 1973 to re¬ 
strain the Palestinian organizations, stimulated by the outburst of 
PLO violence following the successful Israeli raid on PLO targets 
and leaders in Beirut. But the Lebanese army's siege of Palestinian 
bases had to be lifted when Syria closed its border with Lebanon, 
cutting Lebanon off from its Arab hinterland and thereby serving 
notice that even more alarming measures might be taken. 

A new Lebanese-Palestinian agreement endeavoring to interpret 
and implement the 1969 Cairo Agreement was negotiated in the 
Malkert Hotel in Beirut, but it too failed to clarify or improve the 
situation. Furthermore, the political and diplomatic sequels of 
the October War—the rise in the PLO's status, the beginning of the 
Arab-Israeli peace settlement, and the acrimonious inter-Arab bick¬ 
erings—exacerbated the pressure that the Palestinian problem ex¬ 
erted on Lebanon and hastened the outbreak of the 1975 war. 

Four Phases of the War 

In the spring of 1975, the Lebanese political system finally col¬ 
lapsed under the persistent pressure of rival internal and external 
forces. The endless demands and ultimatums, acts of political vio¬ 
lence, transgressions against the state's authority and sovereignty, 
and other manifestations of social and political tensions developed 
into a civil war that lasted eighteen months. The course of the war 
can be divided into four distinct phases. 

Transition , April to June 

An armed clash between radical Palestinians and the Phalange 
militia in the Beirut quarter of Ayn al-Rumani opened this phase. 
The fighting between the Phalanges (who were joined later by the 
militia of the National Liberals) and the Palestinians, who have since 
been identified mostly as members of the Popular Front for the 
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Liberation of Palestine, continued despite various mediation efforts 
and cease-fire agreements. The bone of contention seemed to be the 
Palestinian organizations' freedom of action in Lebanon. The two 
essentially Christian militias were defending not so much the vio¬ 
lated authority of the Lebanese state as the pattern of life in the 
Christian neighborhoods of Beirut. Their Palestinian rivals were 
protecting not merely the position and privileges they had seized in 
recent years but also the political environment that had facilitated 
their acquisition. Much of the political and diplomatic activity in 
April was devoted to an attempt to reach a Palestinian-Lebanese 
modus vivendi based on the Cairo and Malkert agreements. A com¬ 
promise was announced on April 29, and a joint Lebanese-Palestin- 
ian committee was formed to implement it. Its effort turned out to be 
yet one more abortive attempt to devise a workable Palestinian- 
Lebanese modus vivendi. 

Violent clashes also occurred in Tripoli between supporters of 
President Faranjiyya and his traditional rival, Rashid Karami, that 
city's Sunni political leader. Prime Minister Rashid al-Sulh's cabinet 
was torn by controversy, and he resigned on May 18. The president 
tried to resolve the crisis by resorting to an unorthodox procedure, 
nominating as prime minister a reserve officer, Brigadier General 
Nur al-Din al-Rifai and appointing a cabinet composed of seven 
other officers and one civilian. It was of no avail, and Faranjiyya had 
to ask Karami to form a government. On June 30, Karami formed a 
"government of communal balance," in which he himself held the 
defense portfolio, while Camille Chamoun became minister of the 
interior. But by that time the crisis had developed into an all-out civil 
war. 


All-out War, June 197s to January 1976 

By the end of June 1975, Lebanon was in a full-fledged civil war, 
and the protagonists had crystallized into two broad coalitions. The 
definition of these two coalitions and the terminology used have 
become one of the most controversial aspects in the literature deal¬ 
ing with the Lebanese civil war. The coupling of right wing with 
Christian and left wing with Muslim, which characterized much of the 
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doctrinaire and simpleminded writing on the war, has by now been 
practically discarded. 10 But there remains a tendency and a tempta¬ 
tion to define a camp of mostly Christians as Christian and one of 
mostly Muslims as Muslim. Such definitions obscure the fact that 
neither camp was constituted on a truly communal or religious basis 
and reduce their aims to communal or sectarian ones. Rather, it 
should be realized that these camps have political aims; the largely 
Christian camp, a status quo coalition, sought to preserve the tradi¬ 
tional Lebanese political system, and the largely Muslim camp, a 
revisionist coalition, sought to transform or overthrow that system. 

Several developments in July and August highlighted the severity 
of the civil war's new phase. Fighting between various Lebanese 
factions, but primarily between Christian and Muslim groups, took 
place in Beirut, Zahle, Tripoli, Akkar, and other localities (see Map 
3). Shi c i leader al-Sadr announced the formation of a Shi f i militia, al- 
Amal (Hope). And on the political front, the Muslims announced 
that Karami intended to run for the presidency and then demanded 
a change in the electoral system and the abolition of confession- 
alism. 

In September and October, the fighting continued while "a na¬ 
tional dialogue committee" established by Prime Minister Karami 
tried in vain to reach an agreement on social and political reforms 
and on the PLO's status in Lebanon. The cabinet, despite its fre¬ 
quent and often acrimonious disagreements, served as another for¬ 
um for leaders of the two camps to meet. President Faranjiyya and 
Minister of the Interior Chamoun represented the hard core of the 
status quo coalition. Prime Minister Karami found himself in an 
ambivalent position. Although he was an important member of the 
revisionist coalition which demanded far-reaching reforms in the 
Lebanese political system, his position like that of other traditional 
politicians of his generation and standing was being undermined by 
younger and more radical Muslims. Karami and his coalition esca¬ 
lated their demands, but they were seeking to restructure rather 
than destroy the Lebanese political system. 

One of the sharpest points of contention between Karami and his 
rival Maronite partners in the government concerned the role of the 
Lebanese army. Its senior officers were mostly Christian and were 
close in outlook to the leadership of the status quo coalition. Yet the 
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army did not intervene in the civil war. This was the result not only 
of a lesson learned in 1958—that a nonpoliticized army could be 
built—but a realization that the army's intervention on the side of 
the status quo coalition would split the coalition, would provoke 
Karami to resign, and would lead to all-out civil war and the proba¬ 
ble intervention of the Palestinians and Syria. A compromise for¬ 
mula was tried whereby Faranjiyya and Karami agreed (1) to ap¬ 
point a new commander-in-chief (General Hanna Said, who was 
considered less political than his predecessor, (2) to give Karami 
greater authority over the army, and (3) to allow the Lebanese army 
a limited military effort to try to bring an end to the fighting. But this 
was not successful. The army's intervention in September and Octo¬ 
ber did not prevent further intensification of the fighting. The 
army's protracted passivity in the face of an acute crisis together 
with political pressure led to the army's disintegration in 1976. 

By the end of 1975 a number of political patterns could be picked 
out in the apparent chaos. Having realized that they could neither 
end nor win the armed conflict, the leaders of the status quo coali¬ 
tion began to contemplate and then to discuss publicly the notion of 
partition. This was hardly a status quo position, but rather a return 
to the idea of a small, predominantly Christian, Lebanon. The Mar- 
onite political leadership did not relish such a course of action but 
raised it as a last resort should the preservation of the Lebanese 
political system prove utterly impossible. The Maronites' last resort 
was anathema to Lebanese Muslims, Palestinians, and Syrians, be¬ 
cause a compact Christian state in a partitioned and smaller Leba¬ 
non was bound to be a "second Israel," a "Maronite Zion," and its 
establishment was to be opposed with all means. Although the 
Palestinians were appalled by the possibility of partition, their 
growing involvement in the fighting on the revisionist side 
strengthened the Maronites' conviction that the old Lebanon could 
no longer be sustained. It also helped to bring about a change in 
Syrian policy. 11 

Until December 1975, Syria's role in the Lebanese crisis and civil 
war was essentially similar to that of the Palestinians. The Syrian 
regime had also contributed to the collapse of the traditional order in 
Lebanon, and thereafter it pursued a policy of extending support to 
the revisionist elements while occasionally mediating between the 
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warring parties in an effort to prevent a total collapse of the Leba¬ 
nese political system. But by December that policy was no longer 
tenable. Asad was determined to prevent both Lebanon's partition 
and a clear-cut victory by the radical revisionists and their Palestin¬ 
ian supporters. Such a victory would have sandwiched Syria be¬ 
tween two radical neighbors, one of whom, Iraq, was a bitter enemy 
and would, moreover, probably provoke Israeli intervention on the 
side of the beleaguered Christians. Were such an intervention to 
take place, Syria would have to choose between two equally unap¬ 
pealing alternatives—to fight Israel or to suffer the humiliation of 
failing to do so. 

To obviate such a choice, Asad decided to intervene militarily in 
the Lebanese civil war, but his decision also had broader political 
implications. This was not a conspiracy, which many contributors to 
the polemical literature on the Lebanese civil war claimed as an 
explanation of the complexities of Syria's policy in Lebanon and its 
about-face in 1976. Nor was it then a drive to realize the vision of a 
Greater Syria centered in Damascus. It was the product of a new 
Syrian foreign policy devised in the aftermath of and under the 
impact of the October War. Mention has already been made of 
Asad's determination to develop an independent power base and of 
Lebanon's place in that vision. Its new resources—a strong army 
and influence over Lebanon, Jordan, and the Palestinians—enabled 
Syria to diversify its foreign policy and, while keeping a close rela¬ 
tionship with the Soviet Union, to develop advantageous relations 
with the United States and the rich oil-producing Arab countries. By 
intervening in Lebanon and resolving the crisis, Asad would not 
only end a situation that threatened Syrian interests but would also 
demonstrate that Syria was the most effective Arab power in that 
part of the Middle East. 12 

Moreover, the move was acceptable to the United States, which 
weighed it against the prospect of taking a more active role itself and 
also against other risks of a worsening crisis. Washington's endorse¬ 
ment was essential for Asad, a ruler capable of bold, not to say 
reckless, decisions, but who usually took them after lengthy consid¬ 
eration. American acquiescence in Syria's intervention in Lebanon 
actually meant that the intervention would be supported by Leba¬ 
non's Western guarantor. Even more important perhaps was U.S. 
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mediation between Syria and Israel, which resulted in securing Isra¬ 
el's tacit agreement to Syria's intervention in Lebanon in return for 
some limitations on the scope of that intervention. The indirect 
Syrian-Israeli understanding was further elaborated in 1976 and 
came to be known in Israeli political parlance as "the red line" in 
Lebanon. 


Syrian Intervention, January to May 1976 

Syria's military intervention in the Lebanese civil war proved to 
be one of its most intriguing and consequential aspects. In addition 
to altering the course of the Lebanese crisis, it had far-reaching 
repercussions for Syria's domestic politics and for the pattern of 
Middle Eastern regional politics. Its scope and effect on Syria's rela¬ 
tions with the superpowers make it an instructive case study in 
interventionism. And Syria's conflict with the PLO and the Leba¬ 
nese left was one of the decade's most significant developments in 
Arab politics. 

Syrian intervention in Lebanon unfolded in six successive 
stages—the initial intervention and the confusion it created, Syria's 
actual support for a moderate reform plan, the ensuing conflict with 
Syria's former allies, their attempted rapprochement, its failure, 
and the Syrian regime's decision to launch a direct all-out military 
offensive against its former Lebanese allies. 

Syria's participation in the fighting in Lebanon began in the sec¬ 
ond week of January, when it dispatched units of the Syrian Pal¬ 
estine Liberation Army (PLA), composed of Palestinians the¬ 
oretically affiliated with the PLO but which for all practical purposes 
were part and parcel of the Syrian army. The intervention occurred 
as the fighting grew worse, particularly in Beirut. The warring par¬ 
ties had clearly adapted their respective strategies to the possibility 
of partition. The Phalanges and their allies besieged Palestinian 
camps sited in Christian areas in Beirut and destroyed Karantina, a 
predominantly Muslim quarter, which separated the Christian area 
just north of Beirut from the port area. The Palestinians, and the 
revisionist and leftist militias allied with them, captured and devas- 
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tated the Christian town of Damour, just south of Beirut, which 
dominated the coastal road to Sidon and Tyre. 

At first Syria's involvement was perceived as support of Syria's 
traditional allies and clients and as designed to obstruct plans for 
partition. The Syrian regime s newly acquired leverage encouraged 
it to formulate plans to resolve both the Lebanese domestic conflict 
and the controversy over the PLO's status in Lebanon. Thus, while 
the first PLA units to enter Lebanon fought on the side of the revi¬ 
sionist coalition, the Syrians were soon urging a cease-fire (January 
21), and on February 7, in a formal joint communique with President 
Faranjiyya, Syria guaranteed the implementation of the Cairo 
Agreement. It was also announced that the two coalitions had 
agreed on the broad lines of political reform for Lebanon. 

Syria had already, on January 21, published a reform plan for 
Lebanon. It was apparently well received by Kamal Junblatt, the 
most prominent leader of the Lebanese left, and subsequently by 
the Lebanese ''Muslim summit," which met at the end of January to 
decide the Muslim position toward a new national pact. At a com¬ 
parable Maronite summit, Faranjiyya exerted a moderating influ¬ 
ence over his colleagues and was given a mandate to reach an agree¬ 
ment with Syria. This was accomplished on February 7, and on 
February 14 the Lebanese president released the Reform Document. 
The document retained Christian supremacy through the presiden¬ 
cy but reduced the president's power vis-a-vis the Sunni prime 
minister and equalized the number of Christian and Muslim depu¬ 
ties in parliament. The confessional system was to be limited (but 
not entirely abolished), and electoral and socioeconomic reforms 
were promised. A cryptic promise to amend the citizenship law 
implied the possibility of profound changes in the future, including 
possibly the integration of more Palestinians into the Lebanese 
system. 

The reforms were moderate and acceptable to the bulk of the 
Maronite leadership, with the notable exception of Raymond Edde, 
who emerged as the most outspoken Maronite critic of Syria's new 
role and position in Lebanon. His colleagues, however, viewed the 
reform plan as a tolerable compromise, judging Syria's influence to 
be a lesser evil than the other likely alternatives. Syria's own accep¬ 
tance of the compromise formula was a telling sign of the changes 
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that had prompted the Asad regime's intervention in Lebanon. A 
Syrian government that had become involved in Lebanon in coordi¬ 
nation with the United States could not support, let alone take an 
active part in, a radical transformation of the Lebanese system. By 
1976, the Ba'thi regime, pursuing a domestic policy of economic and 
political liberalization and seeking cooperation with the rich oil- 
producing Arab states, had abandoned many of the radical features 
it still retained after 1970. If the purpose of the Syrian intervention 
was to preserve a workable Lebanese system, the status quo coali¬ 
tion had to have an important role in it. 

Syria already had comfortable, even intimate, working relations 
with several Maronite leaders. A dialogue had developed between 
the Syrian Ba'thi regime and the Phalanges, mainly through Karim 
Pakradouni, a lawyer of Armenian descent. On the Phalangist 
spectrum, Pakradouni was a prominent member of the moderate 
wing, which advocated social and economic reforms in Lebanon 
and a dialogue with the Lebanese Muslim communities, the Pales¬ 
tinians, and the Arab states. The Syrians had an even closer relation¬ 
ship with Faranjiyya, who during his exile in Syria in the 1950s 
found refuge in the Alawi area, close to the Lebanese border. His 
and his family's friendship with the Asad family dates back to that 
period. Later, the friendship between Asad and Faranjiyya, as the 
respective presidents of Syria and Lebanon, became an important 
political fact. It was also a curious turn of events in the modern 
history of the Levant. In the 1920s and 1930s it was often suggested 
that France, incapable of coming to terms with the Sunni Arab na¬ 
tionalism prevalent in the Syrian interior, ought to base its position 
in the Levant on a coastal "rampart" or "anvil" of Alawis and Mar- 
onites. In the 1970s, the Alawis ruled in Damascus and were trying 
to develop an alliance with the Maronites, particularly with those in 
the coastal region contiguous to the Alawi region. 13 

All this did not escape the notice of Syria's traditional friends and 
allies, who for various reasons became increasingly suspicious and 
critical of Syrian motives and conduct. The compromise that was 
acceptable to the defenders of the status quo was rejected by many 
of their opponents as offering too little to a cause which to them was 
not only just but also victorious. Syrian arguments that in the long 
run victory was assured primarily by Syria's presence and new role 
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in Lebanon were to no avail. They rather sharpened the fears of 
Syria's rivals in the Arab world (notably Iraq), the PLO, and such 
leaders of the Lebanese left as Kamal Junblatt, that Syria was in 
Lebanon to stay. Syria's Arab rivals saw this as further self-aggran¬ 
dizement by a hostile regime. For Palestinians, the danger was still 
greater. Syria, unlike most of the Arab states, claimed a special 
position with regard to the Palestinian issue, arguing—meekly at 
that stage—that Palestine was, after all, a part of southern Syria. 14 
Syria s leadership did try in fact to extend its control over the Pales¬ 
tinians as part of Asad's new regional policy. In 1975, a Syrian 
proposal to unify the PLO's political and military commands was 
gently but firmly rejected by the Palestinians. Syrian domination of 
Lebanon, the PLO's only autonomous territorial base, was therefore 
seen by its leaders as a grave threat to their independence. As for 
Junblatt, his fear of Syrian domination was reinforced by his strong 
criticism of the Ba'thi regime's drift away from the ideas and princi¬ 
ples of the party and the adoption of what he saw as personal, 
pragmatic, corrupt, and sectarian policies. In his posthumously 
published "legacy," Junblatt deals at length with Syria's and Asad's 
personal policy in the Lebanese crisis. But his criticism extended 
beyond this. It was the criticism of an Arab leftist, disenchanted 
with the pragmatism of those Arab regimes that a decade earlier had 
constituted the progressive or revolutionary Arab camp. "And the 
truth is," wrote Junblatt, "that we can ask whether all these 'pro¬ 
gressive' Arab regimes in the region were genuinely interested in 
the establishment of democracy and socialism.'' 15 

The first challenge to Syria's policy came from rebellious Leba¬ 
nese officers. First a Muslim lieutenant, Ahmed al-Khatib, deserted 
from the Lebanese army and formed Lebanon's Arab Army. Com¬ 
posed mostly of Lebanese Muslims, Khatib's army broke the Janu¬ 
ary 21 cease-fire. On March 11, Brigadier General Aziz al-Ahdab, 
the Sunni commander of the Beirut area, announced a coup d'etat, 
which, he said, was directed primarily against President Faranjiyya, 
but which was in fact aimed at the latter's Syrian allies. Faranjiyya's 
political future now became a bitterly contested issue. The revision¬ 
ist forces were united in demanding his immediate resignation. He 
refused to resign, especially in circumstances which would have 
depicted him as the chief culprit in his country's tragedy. He en- 
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joyed the support not only of his Maronite government partners but 
also of the Syrians, who refused to agree to his departure before the 
successor of their choice was elected—Elyas Sarkis. Sarkis had been 
the chief aide to former president Shihab and later the governor of 
Lebanon's central bank. In 1970, he was the presidential candidate 
for the Shihabi bloc, but he was defeated by Faranjiyya. In the 
spring of 1976/ he resurfaced as a Maronite politician, trusted and 
supported by the Syrians. 

Syria's disagreements with the Palestinians and the Lebanese left 
soon degenerated into an uninhibited political and military conflict. 
Since Asad had intervened in Lebanon not only to avert an immi¬ 
nent worsening of the crisis but also to demonstrate his ability to do 
so, the collapse of his mediation and settlement threatened to be¬ 
come a humiliating defeat. The American mediation effort by Dean 
Brown, and Egypt's, Iraq's, and Libya's efforts to obstruct Syrian 
policy, seemed to underscore that point. And so in March, April, 
and May, Asad dispatched al-Sa'iqa and PLA units to Lebanon to aid 
those who accepted his policy—the conservative status quo coali¬ 
tion—against those who rejected it—the Lebanese left and the 
Palestinians. 

The one agreement between Syria and the Palestinians to end the 
fighting, reached on April 15, failed, and the Ba'thi regime encoun¬ 
tered great political difficulties in explaining to Syrian and Arab 
public opinion how an Arab ideological party, successor to one of 
the great legacies in the history of the Arab left, could fight on the 
side of conservative pro-Western militias against the Lebanese left 
and the PLO. Damascus developed an argument that the Lebanese 
left (under Junblatt, who was also the leader of the Druze communi¬ 
ty) was actually pursuing a traditional sectarian policy and that the 
PLO had arrogated to itself the right to represent the Palestinian 
cause (of which Syria was no less a custodian) and had become 
embroiled in Lebanese affairs that should not have concerned an 
organization dedicated to the liberation of Palestine. The need to 
justify and legitimize a controversial intervention and a controver¬ 
sial policy in Lebanon induced Asad and his regime to develop and 
emphasize themes that were either implicit or inconsequential dur¬ 
ing the early phases of Syria's intervention. Most notable among 
them was the notion of a Greater Syria. As we saw, Asad's decision 
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to intervene in Lebanon was not made in order to implement that 
notion. But when the conflict with the Palestinians and the Leba¬ 
nese left developed, this vision became useful to justify their sub¬ 
jugation. The development of this concept can be traced in Asad's 
own speeches in 1976 (culminating in the speech of July 20) and in 
the pronouncements and writings of other spokesmen for his re¬ 
gime. It was given its fullest expression a few months later by a 
knowledgeable and sympathetic British journalist: 

Asad has been a member in the Ba'th party, dedicated to Arab unity for 
30 years. Moreover, the fact that he rules in Damascus, the heartland of 
Arabism, makes him heir to a remorseless drive to reach out beyond 
Syria's boundaries. His current unionist campaign is two-pronged. 
First he sees Syria's two immediate neighbors, Lebanon and Jordan, as 
a natural extension of its territory, vital to its defence. This three-nation 
grouping is already a fait accompli , although in the low-profile Asad 
manner, without fanfare. Asad now rules by proxy in Lebanon, while 
the progressive integration with Jordan is well advanced. If the Pales¬ 
tinians ever recover a West Bank homeland, they will inevitably join 
the complex. 16 


Syrian Invasion and an All-Arab Settlement , May to October i<yj6 

Unable to impose his will with the limited power of the PLA and 
al-SaTqa units, Asad decided at the end of May to dispatch a power¬ 
ful Syrian column into Lebanon and put an end to the agonizing 
dilemma. This was not an easy decision to take, and Asad struggled 
with it for quite some time. His conclusion did not escape his Soviet 
allies, who objected to the contemplated invasion both because it 
would result in a conflict between their local allies and because they 
interpreted it as a move oriented more toward the United States 
than toward them. Prime Minister Aleksei Kosygin decided to come 
to Damascus on June 1, but this only prompted Asad to launch his 
invasion into Lebanon on May 31 so as to present his visitor with a 
fait accompli. It was then characteristic of Syria's attitude to the 
Soviet Union that Asad was ready to jeopardize his relations with 
Moscow to preserve the sovereignty of his government's decision- 
making. 17 


The invasion of Lebanon was a military failure. Both in Mount 
Lebanon and in the urban areas of Beirut, Tripoli, and Sidon, the 
Palestinians and Lebanese left were able to inflict heavy casualties 
on the Syrian forces, who were ill prepared for the nature of the 
terrain and the ferocity of the opposition. An invasion calculated to 
put a swift end to an embarrassing political situation thus served in 
fact to aggravate it. The political difficulties inherent in Syria's direct 
offensive against her Palestinian and Lebanese allies were com¬ 
pounded by the Syrian units' poor performance and ultimate 
failure. 18 The cooperation between Syria and the Maronite militias 
was now overt, as the latter took advantage of the failure of the 
Syrian forces and took the lead in the offensive. Their main effort 
was directed at the Palestinian refugee camp of Tel al-ZaTar in 
Beirut, which fell in August after a two months' siege. To the Sunni 
majority in Syria, this was an intolerable collusion by two minority 
groups, the Syrian Alawis and the Lebanese Maronites, against 
oppressed Sunni majorities. So harsh was the criticism of his Leba¬ 
nese policy in Syria, that Asad had to address it in an atypically 
direct fashion and in great and revealing detail in the remarkable 
speech he delivered on July 20. 19 

As long as the fighting continued indecisively, no other Arab state 
intervened in Lebanon, although a small Arab peacekeeping force 
eventually arrived, which exercised no influence over the course of 
events. Small Libyan and Iraqi contingents joined Syria's oppo¬ 
nents. Southern Lebanon and the area of the Lebanese-Israeli 
border were unusually calm, and a direct link was established be¬ 
tween the region's isolated population and Israel. 

On July 29, yet another attempt to reach a Syrian-Palestinian 
agreement was made, but it too failed. Subsequently Syria and its 
Lebanese allies directed their energies to achieving a military victory 
before September 23, when Sarkis, whose election to the presidency 
was secured by Syria in May, was to begin his term of office. 
Damascus launched a second all-out military offensive against Pal¬ 
estinian and leftist strongholds in Mount Lebanon and the coastal 
areas. The military lessons of Syria's debacle in June were applied, 
and resistance to the Syrian onslaught was far less effective; in two 
weeks the opposition was on the verge of total defeat. But rather 
than consummate its military victory, Syria attended the Six Parties 
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Summit, convened by Saudi Arabia in Riyad between October 16 
and 18 to find a solution to the Lebanese crisis. The Saudis argued 
that it was time to put an end to a trauma that had shamed and 
paralyzed the Arab world for such a long time. The 1976 American 
presidential elections were to take place within a month, and the 
new administration should be pressured to pursue a settlement of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict more favorable to the Arabs than Kissin¬ 
ger's step-by-step diplomacy. But to accomplish that, the Arabs 
should settle their differences and revive the cooperation that had 
facilitated their achievements in 1973 and 1974. For that purpose, 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait invited Syria, Egypt, Lebanon, and the 
PLO to join them in Riyad. 

Asad went to Riyad primarily in response to Saudi Arabian pres¬ 
sure. But he may also have realized that a total humiliation of the 
PLO by Syria and its Lebanese allies would be unacceptable to Syr¬ 
ian and Arab opinion. He emerged from the Riyad conference and 
its immediate sequel in Cairo with impressive achievements. The six 
participants decided (and their decisions were accepted by most of 
the Arab states) on an immediate cease-fire and a gradual normal¬ 
ization in Lebanon. Arab troops (the Arab Deterrent Force), some 
thirty thousand strong, composed mainly of Syrian troops, were 
to maintain peace and order in Lebanon. They would be under the 
nominal authority of Lebanon's president and would be financed 
by the oil-producing states. The Cairo Agreement was to be imple¬ 
mented; all armed forces were to return to their pre-April 1975 
locations and all heavy weapons put under the control of the Arab 
Deterrent Force. 

Shooting, other acts of violence, and political quarrels continued 
during the next few weeks, but the all-out fighting of the previous 
eighteen months came to an end. President Sarkis began to form his 
administration, and in December Salim al-Huss, the Sunni presi¬ 
dent of the development bank, formed a cabinet composed of four 
Christian and four Muslim members. It was defined as a nonpoliti¬ 
cal technocrats' cabinet. Foreign Minister Fuad Butrus being the 
only known politician in its ranks. These beginnings of political 
normalization and the decline in the level of violence encouraged a 
gradual return to everyday life and the restoration of services, eco¬ 
nomic activities, and the infrastructure. 
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Consequences of the Civil War 

-Tv ,v_ 

A year and a half of civil war and foreign military intervention^ 
resulted in a terrible loss^oFTvumarrlife^ (well ^veFlen thousand, 
according to some estimates), the wounding of many others, and 
massive physical des truction. The atrocitiescommitted d uring the 
war and the conviction that Christian Lebanon was destroyed led 
many, particularly Christians, to emigrate .. The fl ow of money to 
su pport various militias and factions^ and Lebanon's intera ction^ 
with Syria's black market had preserved , paradoxically, not onl y a 
cert ain affluence in Lebanon but even a stable rate of exchange f or 

the Leb a nese pound . But notwithstanding this paradox and the 
rapid rate of rehabilitation, Lebanon lost many of its functio ns as a 
financial, c ultural, and communications center . 

~ Despite many predictions made in the course of the civil war and 
its immediate aftermath, t he Lebanese state and political system 
were ngL destr o. ye ch- but t he^wgr e exhausted. The war had turned 
the state into an almost empty shell. Th e authority of L ebanon's 
preside nt, gov ernment, parliament, and central bureaucracy was 
limited to a sm all part of Beiru t. Lebanon's territory was in fact 
dividedlimohg external forces and local baronies. Syria controlled 
and administered directly lar ge parts of eastern and northern Leba- 
no n; an a ulpnQmpusJ^ins fe en tity developed north of Beirut, 
with its capital in Jou nieh; a c omparable protostate dominated by 
theT^alesfifu ans and their Lebanese allies existe d so uth of Beirut ; in 
the southernmost part of Lebanon, al gng th e Israeli border, Major 
Sa f d H addad and his pro-Israeli militia vied with the PLO andleftist 
^mi litias for controlIJ n lhe far northT"the Faranjiyya family^ an d the 
SunnLpoliti cal bosses and m ilitiaJeaders maintained their respec¬ 
tive fiefs^ 

Nor did the Lebanese state have the power to impose its authori¬ 
ty. The Lebane se army had disintegra ted in 1976, and its remnants 
were d ivided b etween pro-Syrian elements and s upporters of the 

Christian militias . All efforts to reconstruct the army led in a vicious 
circle, characteristic of Lebanon's political life in the postwar period: 
the“arrhy could not beTestored'wIthout a consensus, this required 
political normalization, whictTc ould not pro ceedTirthe absence of 
an effective and credi ble state syste m, which needed the backing of 
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jm apoliticaL jnilitarilv effec tive army. The course of the civil wa r 
and the interaction between ri val do mestic_and external forces set 
"ujT a balance that p revente d bot h the Leba nese state's transforma¬ 
tion and its restoration. It remained an entity in abeyance, one 
which those same forces, each according to its own outlook, would 
try either to preserve as an indispensable political framework or to 
modify. 

Yet even greate r harm was done to the delicate fabric ofThe Leba¬ 
nese political system . The 1958 civil war had been shorter, less 
violent, and its sectarian component was mitigated by other more 
urgent issues. Most important, despite the role played by the 
United States in ending that crisis, the compromise solution in 1958 
was an authentically Lebanese formula, based on the prestige of a 
national leader and national institutions and on a common belief in 
the merits of the Lebanese system, which the lessons of the crisis 
had strengthened. These elements were conspicuously absent in 
1976. T he war was long and brutal, and desp itgjh e mixed com posi¬ 
tion of the tw o rival coalitions, it had distinct communal_and re¬ 
ligious dimensions. Religio us h atred and fanaticism manifested in 
the^Identity carcTkillings": individuals v^rektdnapp'ed'or arrested 
at roadblo cks and ex ecutedilthe xeligion designaf ed olI~tKeiride nti- 
' ty cards wa^not in accord with their captors'. Christians and Mus- 

— nities predominate d. The sectarian character of the war was 
accentuated by the fact that many Greek Catholics and some Greek 
Orthodox Christians came to accept the hegemony of the Maronites 
and their militias as the effective protectors of a larger Christian 
community. 

Jheiailure to implement any structural reforms, as well as some 


Lfeilureto implement any i 
changes Brought about by 


of the changesbrought about byThe war, widened the gap between 
the ins titutio nal framework and the reality of Lebanese politics. In 
both Christian and MusIim cbifrmunities,~ power shifted ^oirrtradi- 
Tional politiciamTand factions to new groups^ particularly to armed 
' jxiinti as and theirTea ders . Since the early 1970s, and even more so 
after 1975,11 political leader or grouping devoid of military power 
was irrelevant. The parliamentary elections scheduled for 1976 
could not be held that year (or, for that matter, later), so the parlia¬ 
ment elected in 1972 was prolonged. This provided the Lebanese 
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state and political system with a legitimate formal institutional 
framework, but the membership of the 1972 parliament was far from 
representative of those actually engaged in Lebanese politics at the 
end of 1976. Lebanon's political life was actually conducted through 
other channels, many of them not purely Lebanese. The Lebanese 
system's reliance on a balance of outside forces and its vulnerability 
to extraneous intervention were noted above as traditional charac¬ 
teristics. The events of 1975-76 altere d the external balance and 
enabled aToT eign p o w er; byriaTt oacquire an actual hegem ony ove r 
Lebanon 7 TKeHL?nited States and Israel both demonstrated their 
unwillingness to interfere militarily on behalf of Lebanon's Chris¬ 
tian communities and acquiesced, the latter more reluctantly than 
the former, in Syria's intervention. During the Arab summit con¬ 
ferences in October 1976, the Arab leadership came to tolerate and 
even to finance Syria's new role in Lebanon. As part of the same 
settlement, the Syrian government had to accept the PLO's political 
role and continued autonomy in Lebanon. Although the PLO was 
weakened and discredited by its involvement in a second Arab civil 
war in six years, it remained a crucial actor in the Lebanese system, 
one that had to be taken into consideration in any attempt to resolve 
the Lebanese crisis. 

The Syrian and PLO positions in Lebanon stimulated Israel to 
greater interesFand involvemen t. Syria's implicit recognition of Is- 
raeli interests in Le banon was the quid pro quo for Israel's condi¬ 
tional ac c^ptanrz e ^af- Syri alsintervention in Lebanon. Israel provide d 
mi litary aid to the mi li tias of t he status quo coalition and developed 

a rela tionship—initially humanitarian and subsequently political 
and military—wit h the population in the L ebanese-Israeli border 
-area. In the conditions created by the settlemenUn October 1976—a 
subtle continuation of the conflict over Lebanon's future and a 
prominent role for Syria and the PLO— Israel was likely to increase 
its involvement in order to affect t he out c ome of t he struggle^lor 
Lebanon a nd to JimitJjath^ynalSuand-the PLQ's influence. Their 
triangular conflict was to constitute an important aspect of the Leba¬ 
nese crisis in the years 1977-82. But before turning to it, a more 
systematic survey of the Lebanese political scene is called for. 
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CHAPTER 


Political Parties and Factions 


This analysis of the domestic Lebanese conflict, which developed 
into civil war in the summer of 1975, distinguishes the two warring 
camps as status quo and revisionist. The same distinction provides a 
useful framework for a closer scrutiny of the parties and factions of 
these two camps. But it should be noted that about a year later, in 
the early summer of 1976, Syrian intervention resulted in the forma¬ 
tion of a third grouping, Syria's clients and supporters. 


The Status Quo Coalition 

The status quo coalition relied on the Maronite leaders, for neither 
the Maronite community as a whole nor all other Christian commu¬ 
nities supported its political line. In the summer of 1976, these Mar¬ 
onite leaders formalized and institutionalized their cooperation by 
establishing the Lebanese Front. 1 The dominant political groups 
within the Maronite community, deriving from traditional outlooks 
and reflecting responses to the latest crisis, fall into five categories. 

Parties with Christian-Maronite orientation and their affiliated 
militias were the backbone of the Maronite community s political 
and military power. They included the Phalanges, headed by Pierre 
Jumayyil, Camille Chamoun's National Liberals, and Suleiman 
Faranjiyya's political clientele. In each of these groups, prominent 
roles were played by the leaders' sons (Bashir and Amin Jumayyil, 
Dany and Dori Chamoun, Tony Faranjiyya), which accentuated 
their traditionalist image. Despite their different policies and per¬ 
sonal interests, the three groups and their leaders acted with rela- 
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tive harmony during the height of the crisis. In the late summer of 
1976, when military victory seemed certain and the president elect, 
Sarkis, was about to begin his term, signs of friction and renewed 
competition appeared. 

The other four categories were the Maronite religious establish¬ 
ment; recently formed communal Maronite groups; Christian lead¬ 
ership in the army; and accommodationist Christian leaders, of 
whom Sarkis was the most prominent. 

The Phalange 

The Phalanges Libanaises (Kataib) was clearly the single most 
important actor among Lebanon's Christians in the events leading 
to the crisis. 2 The party was established by Pierre Jumayyil in the 
mid-i930s as a radical, vigilante youth movement in defense of the 
Lebanese entity. As its name suggests, the movement's original 
ideology and structure were influenced by the ultranationalist and 
fascist models of the decade. But other elements proved more dura¬ 
ble and important in the party's and Jumayyil's later career. 
Jumayyil, a pharmacist by profession, came from Bikfayya, a small 
town in the Northern Metn section of Mount Lebanon, just outside 
and above Beirut. The location is significant; although they were 
Maronites of the mountain, the residents of Bikfayya lived close 
enough to the more cosmopolitan atmosphere of the city to feel its 
influence. Jumayyil was the scion of an important local family 
(hence the title Sheikh). The militant Maronite populism of Mount 
Lebanon was a crucial element in the party's make-up, but it was 
mitigated by the more complex views of the Lebanese entity ema¬ 
nating from Beirut and by Jumayyil's political pragmatism. In the 
early years, when the Phalanges took to the streets against the Parti 
Populaire Syrien (PPS) and the Muslim foes of Christian Lebanon, 
the party was also anxious to establish good connections with the 
president of the republic and to ensure its place in the mainstream of 
Lebanese politics. 

For more than forty years the erect and impressive figure of Pierre 
Jumayyil has dominated the party he has led. During this long 
period he has persisted in his original purpose and mission but has 
been remarkably flexible in adapting the party to the changing cir¬ 
cumstances. In the early 1930s, the Phalange became a parliamen- 
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tary party and a participant in the traditional game of Lebanese 
politics. But, the party retained its militia and constructed an elabo¬ 
rate party hierarchy and bureaucracy that set it apart from most 
other Lebanese parties. A similar tactical flexibility was apparent in 
the party's doctrinal and political line, in the development of which 
Maurice Jumayyil, Pierre's cousin, apparently played an important 
role. The line advocated a Lebanonism that would transcend Chris- 
tian-Muslim rivalries and social and economic reforms and recruited 
non-Christian and non-Maronite members. Yet the Phalange re¬ 
mained an essentially Maronite party, and the Lebanese entity it 
envisaged was in reality Christian. Political expediency required 
that this issue remain latent but in times of crisis, when Lebanon's 
future was to be decided, the ambivalence would be set aside and 
the historical role as the armed protector of a Christian Lebanon, 
haven and fortress in the midst of a hostile Muslim environment, 
assumed once more. 

In the 1958 civil war, the Phalange fought on the side of President 
Camille Chamoun and later did not shy away from a showdown 
with his successor, Fu’ad Shihab, when it seemed that the latter had 
deviated from the compromise formula that ended the crisis. But 
during the rest of Shihab's presidency, he enjoyed the party's sup¬ 
port and cooperation. The similarity of outlook was reinforced by 
the Phalange drive for a share in power and political influence. An 
interesting light on the Phalangist evolution after 1958 is shed by an 
anthropological study of Shiyah, a Beirut suburb, where many Mar¬ 
onite immigrants from the Mountain settled. Their new role in the 
central government helped the Phalanges change their image from 
that of tough boys to that of reasonable men, mature enough to be 
entrusted with serious and delicate national affairs. Locally, the 
Phalange introduced new standards of political organization and a 
new system of political values. They challenged the traditional fami¬ 
ly-oriented political structure and sought to replace it with a mod¬ 
ern, bureaucratic, and (Maronite) community-oriented organiza¬ 
tion. Thus one Phalangist official told an interviewer that 

We decided to run for the municipal elections of 1964 neither to defeat 
an opponent nor to score a petty victory; rather we wanted to change 
the mentality of the people here. . . . They see that the country is torn 
by serious crises that may threaten its very existence while they are 
busy dishonoring one another. . . . 3 
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If the Phalangist cooperation with President Shihab and Pierre 
Jumayyil's quests for the presidency in the 1960s portray the Pha¬ 
lange as devoted to the pursuit of power and influence, the crises of 
the early 1970s show it in its original vigilante role. As the Lebanese 
state, army, and political system seemed increasingly incapable of 
dealing with the challenges posed by the Palestine Liberation Orga¬ 
nization and domestic opposition groups, the Phalange became, in 
the words of a sympathetic and perceptive observer, "the super¬ 
vigilantes . . . builder, surrogate and defender of the state." While 
some party ideologues continued to plan the reforms deemed vital 
for the preservation of the Lebanese political system, others were 
planning in great detail the defenses of fortress Lebanon—that part 
of Mount Lebanon and the coastal plain in which the Lebanese 
Christian entity could be upheld. Phalange conduct in the early 
1970s, particularly after the army's abortive effort to check the PLO 
in May 1973, mirrored the party's split personality. It continued to 
participate in Lebanese politics, took part in the governing coalition, 
and maneuvered for the presidency in 1976. But it also began to 
prepare militarily for a clash with the Palestinians, which by then 
seemed to be unavoidable. It was indeed a skirmish between the 
Phalange and radical Palestinians that marked the beginning of the 
civil war. The Phalangist militia recruited and trained new members 
and acquired additional and heavier weapons, which enabled it to 
bear the brunt of the fighting on behalf of the status quo coalition in 
the spring and summer of 1975. 

In the course of the civil war, the Phalange had to make two 
crucial decisions, radical departures from the traditional party line. 
In the late summer of 1975, when it appeared that the preservation 
of Christian hegemony and of the traditional political system in 
Greater Lebanon was no longer feasible, the party, or at least its 
radical wing, opted temporarily for the less desirable goal fore¬ 
shadowed in the early 1970s—a smaller Christian Lebanon based in 
East Beirut, the northern part of Mount Lebanon, and the coastal 
area north of Beirut. The temporary change in the party's goal was 
reflected in an interesting pamphlet, published by the Maronite 
intellectual center in Kaslik, under the title Greater Lebanon—A Half 
Century's Tragedy . 4 As the title suggests, the pamphlet expressed 
disenchantment with the experience of a pluralistic Greater Leba¬ 
non and recommended a retreat to the homogeneity, security, and 
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comfort of a smaller Christian Lebanon. The Phalanges thus became 
temporary successors to the philosophy represented in the 1930s 
and 1940s by Emile Edde. 

The other change concerned the party's attitude toward Syria's 
intervention in Lebanon. The Phalange took a position between 
Faranjiyya's eager cooperation with the Syrian Ba'thi regime and 
Chamoun's deep-seated distrust and hostility. Phalangist willing¬ 
ness to acknowledge Syria's supremacy and to cooperate with its 
regime against common rivals was a radical departure from tradi¬ 
tion for a party that began its career as a staunch defender of Leba¬ 
non's territorial integrity against those who sought to submerge 
Lebanon in a Greater Syria, but the Phalanges did not lose sight of 
the precarious and temporary nature of their new and strange al- 
lance with Syria. Syrian and Phalangist visions of Lebanon's long- 
term future were incompatible, and the Phalanges were prepared 
for the inevitable parting of the ways. In anticipation of that future 
situation, and indeed as added security in the present one, alterna¬ 
tives such as the Israeli connection were explored. 

There was no unanimity on these matters among the Phalanges. 
In the years preceding the outbreak of the civil war, three distinct 
orientations crystallized in the party's hierarchy: a conservative 
one, which upheld the party's traditional line on domestic and ex¬ 
ternal affairs; a reformist one, which hardly resembled the ster¬ 
eotypic Phalangist outlook; and the inevitable middle-of-the-road 
outlook. Pierre Jumayyil himself stood above these divisions, an 
appropriate position for such a historic leader and one befitting his 
own pragmatism. But his two sons came to be identified with the 
two extreme attitudes, which hardened during and after the civil 
war. The school of thought represented by Jumayyil's elder son, 
Amin, (and by Karim Pakradouni) believed that Lebanon's Chris¬ 
tians could only survive by coming to terms with their environment, 
and it therefore sought an accommodation with Syria, with Leba¬ 
non s Muslims, and with the larger Arab world. The other school of 
thought was exemplified by Amin's younger and more assertive 
brother, Bashir, who in the summer of 1976 became commander of 
the party's armed forces. This school, skeptical of Arab and Muslim 
willingness to tolerate a Lebanese Christian entity in their midst, 
elieved in the need to develop that entity's resources—an alliance 
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with Israel, mobilization of the Lebanese Christian diaspora, and 
American support. But in 1976, a period of satisfactory Syrian-Pha- 
langist cooperation, and in view of American and Israeli reluctance 
o ecome more involved, the differences in outlook remained 


The National Liberal Party 

The Phalanges' principal ally in the Lebanese Front, Camille 
Chamoun s National Liberal Party and its Tigers militia (Numur) 
was a markedly dissimilar political formation.* A small party orga¬ 
nized around the person and personality of its leader, it lacked the 
coherent doctrine, elaborate structure, and large membership of its 

‘ZirT I here Were Significant differenc es in the members 
attracted to the two parties. Since the :1930s, the Phalange had ap¬ 
pealed mostly to the Maronite lower and middle classes, for whom it 
was not only a protector of the community and Lebanon's Chris- 
ians, but also a movement, responding to the social and economic 
dislocations of the time. The National Liberals, apart from repre- 
senting Chamoun's constituency in the Shuf region, in Mount Leba¬ 
non to the south and east of Beirut, attracted a more patrician, and 
obviously smaller, group of members and supporters. (The name 

igers does not, it must be admitted, evoke particularly patrician 
associations.) 1 r 

Chamoun an unu SU aliy elegant figure and the consummate 

p gmatic politician, first made his mark on the Lebanese political 
scene during the final years of the French mandate, as a promising 
open-minded politician of the Bishara al-Khuri school, who sough! 
n accommodation with Lebanon's Muslims and their coreligionists 

them 8 b °! ei t H ' S P referred version of Arab nationalism was 
l “ Ve » ashemite b ™d, and he kept a close relationship 
nIvpH h regimeS in Ira< l and J° rdan - In 1952, Chamoun 

Hon d ° mi ? nt T 6 m terminatin g KImri's corrupt administra¬ 
tion and was elected his successor. Within five years, he had be- 

come a controversial figure in domestic politics, a bitter opponent 

acceD C ted C the F an 'h rab n * tionalism ' and the on ly Arab ruter who 
cepted the Eisenhower doctrine. This transiHon is well-illustrated 
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by the differences between his first two books of memoirs. The 
Phases of Independence, published in Arabic in the 1940s, and Criseau 
Moyen Orient, published in French, in which he presents his in¬ 
terpretation of the 1958 crisis. 

Chamoun remained active in Lebanese politics after his presiden¬ 
tial term, but his successor, Shihab, and the latter's supporters 
sought to ostracize him for his excessively pro-Western and anti- 
Arab nationalist position and for violating the rules of the Lebanese 
political game. Chamoun's chief castigator was Kamal Junblatt, 
whose bitter hostility was nourished by ideological differences, per¬ 
sonal antipathy, and a long-standing competition for the votes of 
the Shuf constituency. Chamoun's influence increased with 
Shihab's departure and Helou's accession to the presidency in 1964. 
His cooperation with the Phalange and Raymond Edde's National 
Bloc in the 1968 parliamentary elections resulted in a strengthening 
of the Maronite representation in parliament and subsequently in 
Faranjiyya's election to the presidency. Chamoun's position was 
accordingly enhanced, but Junblatt was still able to obstruct his full 
rehabilitation by vetoing his party's participation in government 
coalitions. Only in June 1975, well into the civil war, was Chamoun 
given a cabinet portfolio. As minister of the interior, he was Faran¬ 
jiyya's strongest supporter in the government during most of the 
war, which he spent in the Ba'abda presidential palace and not in 
the Ministry of Interior. His role in the war was many-sided: a 
central figure in the government, a chief protagonist in the conflict, 
he was also the leader of his party 6 and of the militia it had to build in 
order to remain an influential political force. The militia was in fact 
led by his two sons. 


The Suleiman Faranjiyya Camp 

Suleiman Faranjiyya's pre-civil war presidency discloses the 
main components of his political makeup—a traditional Za c im rely¬ 
ing on his family's and his own following in the Zugharta region, a 
willingness to resort to violent and unorthodox methods to protect 
his own and his community's position, a long-standing rivalry with 
the Sunni politicians from Tripoli, and a recent but significant rela¬ 
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tionship with Syria's President Hafiz al-Asad and his family. 7 Once 
the civil war broke out, Faranjiyya's ability to use his position as 
president to influence the course of events was severely curtailed. 
He was more active through the status quo coalition and his family's 
militia, the Zugharta Liberation Army. The militia was formed in 
1969, during one of the early conflicts with the Palestinian organiza¬ 
tions. (Like his two senior Maronite colleagues, Faranjiyya groomed 
his son, Tony, to be his political heir. Tony Faranjiyya, who had 
previously looked after the family's economic interests, was elected 
to parliament and held cabinet portfolios in the early 1970s. During 
the civil war, he led the family militia, which had a distinct regional 
orientation and was engaged mostly in fighting Tripoli's Muslim 
militias.) 

Faranjiyya's personality and conduct became a focal point in the 
crisis in February 1976, when rebellious army officers and other 
opponents of the status quo made their demand for his resignation 
one of their main grievances. The president was saved from the 
humiliation and repercussions of such a forced resignation not so 
much by his Maronite colleagues as by his Syrian allies. The military 
intervention by units of al-Sa'iqa, the pro-Syrian Palestinian organi¬ 
zation, to counter Ahmed al-Khatib's attempt to force Faranjiyya's 
resignation was, in fact, the first unmistakable indication of Syria's 
about-face in Lebanon. The growing Syrian political and military 
presence in Lebanon and Asad's efforts to form a distinctively pro- 
Syrian political bloc led to a still closer cooperation with Faranjiyya 
during the final months of his presidency, as well as upon his return 
to Zugharta. 

The personalized style of Syria's relationship with the Faranjiyyas 
was accentuated by the special nexus between Rifat, Hafiz al-Asad's 
younger brother, and Tony Faranjiyya. They were friends and also 
partners in the commercial enterprises that were an important as¬ 
pect of Rifat's activity in Lebanon. Rifat al-Asad was commander of 
the Defense Detachments, a military formation designed to protect 
the Syrian regime, which developed into a full-fledged army divi¬ 
sion with special privileges and something of the status of a 
Praetorian Guard. His role in the Ba'thi regime has gone beyond his 
unorthodox military position; he also helped formulate and execute 
Syrian policy in Lebanon. Rifat al-Asad's activities contributed sub- 
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stantially to domestic criticism of the Ba f thi regime, which proved to 
be a very significant by-product of Syria's intervention in Lebanon. 8 


The Maronite Religious Establishment 

The political saliency of the Sunni Mufti and ShiT Imam, a novelty 
of the 1970s Lebanon, was matched by the conspicuous role that 
Maronite clerics came to play at the other end of the political spec¬ 
trum. This was less true of the Maronite patriarch, Bulus Khureysh. 
His three predecessors, Huwayyek, Arida, and Ma'ushi, had been 
active and influential in Lebanese politics, usually in a discreet fash¬ 
ion, but occasionally as visible and forceful participants. Khureysh, 
a humbler figure, had not acquired the same position and had not 
been very active in Lebanese politics before the crisis. His limited 
political activities and pronouncements after the outbreak of the 
civil war disclosed a moderate line, close to that of Raymond Edde. 

It was Father Sharbal Qassis, head of the order of Maronite monks 
and chairman of the Association of Lebanese Monastic Orders, who 
took the activist and militant line within the Maronite church. He 
advocated a "pure Lebanon" and rejected the notion of Lebanon's 
"Arab face," which had been incorporated into the compromise 
formula of the 1943 National Pact. Qassis was also more outspoken 
than other Maronites in voicing his opposition to the Palestinians 
and demanded, among other things, that their numbers in Lebanon 
be restricted. Quite naturally the Maronite lay leaders preferred 
Sharbal Qassis to the patriarch and his circle. Qassis was chosen to 
represent the church in such all-Maronite forums as the Maronite 
summit (December 1975) and the Lebanese Front. The Maronite 
monastic orders were the main intellectual and financial contribu¬ 
tors to the Maronite academic and intellectual center in Kaslik. As 
the owners of a sizable portion of Lebanon's agricultural land, the 
monastic orders provided financial help to Maronite militias. 

The line he took and the activities he pursued made Qassis a 
controversial figure. His critics charged that despite his professed 
allegiance to the patriarch, he was making "cracks in the unity of the 
church" and that by storing weapons, ammunition, and food for 
Christian militias in Maronite monasteries he was undermining 
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their sanctity. 9 Qassis was later replaced as head of the monastic 
orders in the Lebanese Front by Father Bulus Na'aman, another 
powerful, militant cleric. 


Communal Maronite Groups 

The long-standing and semi-Maronite groupings surveyed above 
were augmented in the course of the crisis by new groups and 
forums that sprang up in response to it. The Maronite League was a 
militant militia headed by Shaker Abu Suleiman, an ardent support¬ 
er of Qassis. Like the Guardians of the Cedar, it was a purely Mar¬ 
onite militia without the inhibitions of the politically sophisticated 
Phalanges and National Liberals. It therefore chose to fight along¬ 
side these groups rather than to merge with them. 

Even more than the Phalanges, the Guardians of the Cedar man¬ 
ifest the tension between the notion of a supracommunal movement 
to defend a supracommunal Lebanese entity and the reality that the 
movement's membership has been largely Maronite. Furthermore, 
although they advocated a nonconfessional ideology, the Guard¬ 
ians have in practice been among the fiercest fighters for the Mar¬ 
onite cause. The political and military leader of the Guardians of the 
Cedar, Etienne Saqr (nicknamed Abu Arz), worked for the Faran- 
jiyya administration in the early 1970s. But ideologically, the Guard¬ 
ians were inspired by the poet Sa f id f Aql. f Aql inherited from Michel 
Chiha the notions of Phoenicianism and Al-isha f a’ al-lubnani (the 
Lebanese illumination), which Chiha devised as the ideological un¬ 
derpinning of the Lebanese entity. But unlike Chiha, c Aql sought to 
draw a clear distinction between Lebanonism and Arabism. 'Aql's 
conception of Lebanon, originating in and inspired by a remote 
Phoenician past, and contributing to the development of civiliza¬ 
tion, minimizes the role of Islam and Arabism. A poet of note in the 
Arabic language, he developed a version of the Latin alphabet more 
suited in his view to render the language he and his circle called 
Lebanese. f Aql's doctrines are related to other concepts of territorial 
nationalism that appeared in the Middle East in the interwar period 
and that were later discredited by the allure of Pan-Arab nation¬ 
alism. 


69 












r*. T 


The War for Lebanon 

Although there were non-Maronite and non-Christian members 
in its ranks, the militia of the Guardians of the Cedar functioned in 
the predominantly Maronite quarter of Ashrafiyya and represented 
the most militant brand of Maronite political opinion. They were, 
among other things, atypically frank about the Maronites' relation¬ 
ship with Israel. While the Phalanges and the National Liberals 
sought to conceal their relations with Israel and avoided public 
discussion of them, the Guardians of the Cedar argued publicly in 
1976 that should Syria's intervention fail, the Lebanese should turn 
to Israel to ask it to save what was left of Lebanon. Like the Maronite 
League, they maintained their separate organization but fought 
alongside the larger militias. 

The Tanzim was a small secretive organization formed and led by 
George Adwan, which appeared soon after the outbreak of the civil 
war in April 1975. Adwan and his colleagues rapidly concluded that 
the severity of the crisis called for a new kind of Maronite effort and 
organization—hence the name Tanzim (organization). Despite their 
small number, the members of the Tanzim played an important role 
in the fighting in Beirut. Their numbers dwindled later in the 1970s, 
and the organization split in two, but it retained its position as one of 
the four partners in the Lebanese Front. 

The Lebanese Front 

In December 1975, when major changes in the Lebanese system 
were being discussed seriously and a Muslim summit was convened 
to formulate a joint position, a comparable Maronite summit was 
called. The major Maronite leaders of the status quo coalition— 
Jumayyil, Chamoun, Qassis, and Shaker Abu Suleiman among 
them—met in the Ba'abda presidential palace. Faranjiyya himself 
did not participate in the meetings, though he was briefed on their 
course and outcome, but the use of the presidential palace for par¬ 
tisan meetings was added to his opponents' list of grievances. The 
purpose of the meeting was not only to coordinate policies but to 
form a more unified leadership. The assembled Maronite leaders 
had no difficulty in defining the crisis as a Palestinian-Lebanese 
conflict rather than a civil war. The Palestinians, they charged, had 
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joined forces with the Lebanese left in order to provoke a sectarian 
crisis in Lebanon. 

In the spring of 1976, the Maronite summit was renamed the 
Kafur summit after the new location chosen for the meetings. In 
September 1976, the unification efforts met with a measure of suc¬ 
cess when the Lebanese Front was established. Camille Chamoun 
was chosen president of the Front. Its leadership included Pierre 
and Bashir Jumayyil, Bulus Na'aman, Edward Flunayin (who had 
previously worked with Raymond Edde), and two noted Christian 
intellectuals, Charles Malik and Fu’ad Ephrem al-Boustani. It be¬ 
came the political backbone of the status quo coalition. A joint mili¬ 
tary command was formed for the various militias, whose new col¬ 
lective name was the Lebanese Forces. The Lebanese Forces were 
made up of four militias, the Phalanges, Chamoun's Numur, the 
Guardians of the Cedar, and the Tanzim. Each was represented in 
the Forces' command by two members. Despite the nominal parity, 
it was clear that the Lebanese Forces were dominated and controlled 
by Bashir Jumayyil. Still, the formation of an apparently nonpar¬ 
tisan, all-Maronite forum proved very useful for the further devel¬ 
opment of the status quo coalition. 

The Army's Christian Leadership 

The Christian leadership within the army can be considered an 
important component of the status quo coalition. The Lebanese 
army's refusal to take sides during the crises of 1952 and 1958 was a 
rare phenomenon in the post-World War II Middle East, where 
political history has been largely shaped by military intervention 
and domination. But the Lebanese army did play a role in and was 
certainly the object of political conflicts prior to 1975- 10 For one thin 8 
the confessional system operated in it and communal balance was 
carefully monitored. The higher echelon of the professional officer 
corps was predominantly Christian, and the army was seen as one 
of the ultimate guarantors of both the Lebanese political system and 
its Christian character. In the 1950s and 1960s, Muslim politicians 
repeatedly demanded a national service law that would transform 
the army into a predominantly Muslim force, but it was essentially a 
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political ritual. Of greater political significance was the discrepancy 
between the army's contrived image as an arbiter, standing above 
petty partisan squabbles, and its actual activity, both within the 
formal political system and as an alternative system of power and 
influence. The issue was first brought to the surface by Raymond 
Edde in the mid-1960s; it was publicized in great and vivid detail 
when President Charles Helou purged the deuxieme bureau and 
when the army's supreme commander. General Emile Bustani, fled 
to Syria in 1972. 

Other political developments and events in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s—growing Muslim pressure to modify the system, con¬ 
frontations with the Palestinians, Israeli preemptive and punitive 
raids, and the proliferation of armed militias defiant of the state— 
had an unsettling effect on the Lebanese army. Its officers still 
viewed the army as the arbiter of national politics, whose interven¬ 
tion could resolve the impending crisis. The supporters of the status 
quo were less certain, and after 1973 the Phalange began to build its 
own military force to perform the task the army seemed incapable 
of. The army played a very limited role during the early period of the 
civil war, and by the time it became vital for it to step in, the army 
had disintegrated, and its self-designated role was taken over by the 
Syrian army. 

In the summer of 1976, the Lebanese army was divided into three 
distinct groups: Ahmed al-Khatib's rebellious Lebanese Arab Army, 
which was integrated into the leftist anti-Syrian militias; the van¬ 
guards of Lebanon's Arab Army, a thinly disguised pro-Syrian mili¬ 
tary force, organized in the Beqa Valley; and the bulk of the army, 
which was positioned in Beirut and the center of the country. The 
officers in these units were mostly Christian, and their sympathies 
were with the Lebanese Front. The competition for their support 
and loyalty figured in the next phase of the Lebanese crisis. 

Accommodationist Christian Leaders 

Somewhere between the status quo and revisionist coalitions 
there stood another group. The moderate Christian politicians and 
public figures who sought an accommodation with the opponents 
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of the status quo were far from possessing the coherence of an actual 
political school or bloc. Much more moderate than the three senior 
Maronite politicians, these leaders were willing to concede a large 
share of power in the Lebanese system to the Muslim communities 
and to find a modus vivendi with the Palestinians in order to pre¬ 
serve the framework of a Lebanese state. They strongly opposed the 
notion of partition. In the spring of 1975, Elyas Sarkis, the former 
Shihabi politician, emerged as the most prominent representative of 
the accommodationists. Until then that role had been played by 
Raymond Edde, the son of the former president. In an interesting 
shift of political legacies, the Phalange adopted, albeit temporarily, 
the traditional line of Emile Edde, while his son pursued a policy 
close to that of his father's great rival, Bishara al-Khuri. 

Raymond Edde made his mark on Lebanese politics as an oppo¬ 
nent of President Shihab and a vehement critic of the army's and 
intelligence services' interference in the political process. 11 Their 
common opposition to the keepers of the Shihabi legacy facilitated 
the cooperation in 1968 between Edde's National Bloc and the two 
other large Maronite parties. But the new alignment soon found¬ 
ered owing to political and personal differences, particularly Edde's 
and Jumayyil s rival bids for the presidency in 1970. During Faran- 
jiyya's presidency, Edde drew closer to such traditional Sunni politi¬ 
cians as Sa ib Salam and Rashid Karami, as well as to Kamal Junblatt, 
so that Edde and his former partner drifted further apart. 

Edde's initial role in the civil war conformed to the policies he had 
formed in the early 1970s. He did not take part in the fighting but 
advocated compromise and moderation. He was particularly op¬ 
posed to partition, which he denounced as an American Zionism 
design. In 1976, Edde became the most prominent and persistent 
opponent among Lebanon's Christian politicians of Syria's inter¬ 
vention and ensuing supremacy. In May, he tried to compete with 
Sarkis, the Syrians' candidate, for the presidency, but he had no 
resources to counter the great resources of the Syrians. In the sum¬ 
mer of 1976, he formed the National Unity Front, which agitated for 
Syria s withdrawal from Lebanon. The Front had an auspicious 
beginning, because apparently Edde's Sunni friends had joined it. 
This suggested the formation of a middle-of-the-road coalition, a 
serious competition to the existing rival camps. But in the end, the 
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Front was little more than a platform for its founder. After Syria's 
presence in Lebanon had been sanctioned by the Arab consensus 
and following a number of assassination attempts against him, 
Edde, like several other prominent opponents of Syrian hegemony, 
left Lebanon and settled in Paris. 

It was ironic that Sarkis, a politician closely identified with the 
Shihabi search for a new Lebanese consensus, became president in 
circumstances that defined him as the representative of a narrow 
and controversial segment of the 1976 Lebanese political spectrum. 
Many of the erstwhile supporters of the Shihabi Nahj were active 
and bitter opponents of Syrian policies in Lebanon and refused to 
cooperate with a president imposed on Lebanon by the Syrians. The 
Lebanese Front was then cooperating with Syria, but in reality it 
could not reconcile itself to Syria's long-range plans for Lebanon 
and was wary of Sarkis, a veteran opponent of the Front's leaders 
and attitudes. Upon assuming office. President Sarkis did try to 
work for national reconciliation. He presented a plan for Lebanon's 
political and economic rehabilitation and sought to bring the rival 
Lebanese factions to a “round table conference." This may have 
been an altogether impossible task and it obviously was beyond the 
reach of the controversial president of an emasculated state. Nor 
was he helped by his patrons the Syrians, who having first dele- 
gitimized him by treating him as their instrument, continued to 
undermine his position by scrutinizing his cabinet and allowing him 
minimal freedom of action. 


The Revisionist Coalition 

This coalition was large and heterogeneous. It sought, most of the 
time in vain, to coordinate the efforts of many political groups and 
figures. Most of the fighting on behalf of this camp was carried out 
by Palestinian organizations and Muslim and leftist militias. Among 
the Palestinians, the rejectionist organizations had fought from the 
outset and without much ambivalence. Until January 1976, the lead¬ 
ership of the Palestine Liberation Organization had formally re¬ 
frained from taking part in the war, but groups under its authority 
did join the fighting in earlier stages. Palestinian formations under 
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Syrian control participated in the war on both sides. In January 1976, 
the revisionist camp was reinforced by Khatib's forces. These were 
decimated by the fighting into a small force, which at the end of 1976 
was located in southern Lebanon. Most of the traditional Muslim 
po lticians failed to take part in the fighting, partly because of their 

ambivalent attitude but mostly because of their inability to create 
their own militias. 

Within the revisionist coalition five major categories can be dis- 
cerned. veteran leftist and opposition parties; organizations and 
militias formed on the eve of or in the course of the crisis; traditional 
Zu ama and the Sunni establishment; the militant Shi'i leadership- 
and the Palestinian organizations. 

Syria's intervention in 1976 contributed most to splitting the revi¬ 
sionist coalition. Its two most substantial elements, the leftist parties 
an the Palestine Liberation Organization, reacted differently to 
Syna s role and policies. The PLO leadership was free of the doc¬ 
trinaire fervor and personal animosity that characterized Kamal 
Jun att s attitude and at various times showed a desire to come to 
terms with Syria. Later, some of the coalition's supporters shifted 
their allegiance to Syria and became a rather weak third, or central 
camp. A proliferation of other organizations, mostly ephemeral,' 
also followed the revisionist split: Raymond Edde's National Unity 
Front; the National Islamic Front, formed in the summer of 1976 by 
ati s supporters (who claimed it was above the conventional left 
and right); the revolutionary Druze Organization, which rallied 

^ nbIatt s °PP onent s within his own community; and the 
bhi 1 Revolutionary Organization. 

In an effort to arrest the disintegration and to counterbalance the 
formation of the Lebanese Front, the Lebanese left sought to bolster 
the leftist National Front, which had existed since 1969. A supreme 
po litical council and a joint military command were established as 

r ! a i SUP r POrtiVe "fronts" a Front of Patriotic Christians and 'the 
Arab Shi 1 Front, both defining themselves as leftist organizations. 

Kamal Junblatt and His Party 

Kamal Junblatt was indubitably the dominant leader of the estab- 
ished leftist groups, and his ascetic figure is one of the central and 
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most intriguing personas in the history of the Lebanese crisis and 
civil war. Junblatt was the founder and leader of a genuine leftist 
party, the Progressive Socialist Party, but his influence derived from 
other sources: the support of the Druze community for its tradi¬ 
tional leading family; his power base in the Shuf region; his person¬ 
ality; and his role as a leftist leader of national and regional stature. 

Junblatt's long political career in and his crucial impact on Leba¬ 
nese politics were marked by several incongruities and apparent 
inconsistencies, leading many observers to consider him either 
cynical or enigmatic. Junblatt was indeed a moody man, and he did 
form and lead a leftist party while remaining a large landlord and a 
prominent sectarian leader. But there was a fundamental consisten¬ 
cy in his political career. He was genuinely hostile to the confession¬ 
al system, which precluded him from achieving the highest office. 
In that respect, he was a true successor to his Junblatt ancestors, 
who had fought the Maronite Shihabi amirs, the heads of Lebanon's 
semifeudal hierarchy, whom they could hope to defeat but not to 
replace. And he was too astute to renounce positions that gave him 
influence in Lebanese politics. An examination of Junblatt's career 
from the early 1950s to his assassination in March 1977 reveals his 
persistent striving for political reform and the enhancement of his 
personal standing and the left's position in Lebanon. 

His effectiveness increased as the system grew weaker. In 1969, 
he formed the National Front to provide leftist and Palestinian orga¬ 
nizations with a common framework. In 1970, as minister of the 
interior, he published a decree legalizing the Ba f th, the Communist, 
the Syrian Nationalist, and other transnational parties. These par¬ 
ties, although illegal under previous Lebanese law, had been toler¬ 
ated in practice; Junblatt's action was therefore largely (though not 
entirely) of symbolic significance. In the same vein, Junblatt lost or 
forsook the working relations he had with Pierre Jumayyil and other 
status quo politicians, and his political activities pivoted more and 
more around his relations with other leftist and Palestinian groups. 

Junblatt's major demands for a reform of the Lebanese system 
were presented in a document published by Lebanon's leftist par¬ 
ties in the summer of 1975. They were (a) the abolition of the confes¬ 
sional system; (b) a constitutional amendment that would change 
the relationships among the branches of government; (c) a new 

7 6 


Political Parties and Factions 


electoral law; (d) the reorganization of the army; and (e) an amend¬ 
ment of the citizenship law. These demands, which constituted in 
fact the platform of the Lebanese revisionists, were strictly political 
and constitutional and made no mention of social and economic 
reforms. But even so, defenders of the status quo rejected them as 
tantamount to an outright abolition of the Lebanese system. Oppo¬ 
nents from both ends of the spectrum tried to denigrate Junblatt's 
program, pointing to its limited scope and arguing that it was actu¬ 
ally designed to enable him to gain the presidency. 

The reform document of February 1976, which Syria endorsed 
and tried to implement, bore a superficial resemblance to Junblatt's 
demands, but he was right in claiming that it introduced only a 
moderate change in the political system. In his political testament, 
he explained that "[The Syrians] minoritarian military dictatorship 
made them hostile to any democracy. The 'presidential letter' on 
which President Faranjiyya and the Syrian foreign minister agreed 
sought to impose on us an illegal, distorted constitution and a car¬ 
icature of a parliamentary democracy. We therefore rejected this 
pseudoconstitutional letter, which Faranjiyya (being ignorant in 
constitutional matters) announced on February 14. " 12 

Junblatt's rejection of the Syrian reform plan and his refusal to 
comply with Syria's ambitions and to resign himself to the BaThi 
regime's pragmatism led to a bitter conflict. Junblatt could not win. 
He was defeated militarily by Syria and politically by an Arab world 
that recognized Syria's supremacy in Lebanon. In March 1977, he 
was assassinated. Junblatt's importance in the conflict with Syria 
was political rather than military. His militia had a limited local 
significance, and the firepower of his camp was provided by the 
Palestinians and by other Lebanese militias. But Junblatt's person¬ 
ality and leadership were indispensable to the preservation of a 
united anti-Syrian front, as the effect of his assassination showed. 

It is now widely believed in Lebanon that Junblatt's assassins 
were inspired if not dispatched by the Syrian authorities. So it is 
sadly ironic that his followers' immediate response to the assassina¬ 
tion was an attack on Maronite villagers in the Shuf. In a moment of 
tragedy, the old conflict with the Maronites was more enduring 
than a feud with Syria. 

The Syrian regime's relations with Kamal Junblatt's son and fol- 
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lowers were restored soon after his assassination, but the feud's 
influence on Syria's domestic politics continued to be felt. Junblatt's 
resistance to Syria's policies in Lebanon and the countermeasures 
taken by the Ba'thi regime had contributed to the outbreak of the 
crisis, which still threatened Asad's regime in the early 1980s. Both 
Asad's unusual speech on July 20,1976, and Junblatt's posthumous¬ 
ly published account of the crisis reflect the intensity of the rivalry 
between the two former allies and provide telling examples of the 
rhetoric and themes used in the polemics of the Lebanese crisis. 
Thus Asad, the Alawi president of Syria, whom Syria's Sunni ma¬ 
jority refused to accept as their legitimate ruler, charged that while 
the Phalange wanted a secular Lebanon, Kamal Junblatt's Muslim 
allies rejected the notion of secularism "because it related to the 
foundations of Islam" (see appendix). As for Junblatt himself, Asad 
explained, "the matter was not between right and left, progressive 
and reactionary, or Muslim and Christian." It was rather a personal 
and a sectarian Druze vendetta, a desire to terminate and take re¬ 
venge for a hundred and forty years of Maronite supremacy. 


The Communist Party 

The Communist party has existed in Lebanon since the late 1920s, 
and its appeal to members of the intelligentsia and to disaffected 
minority communities has provided it with a comparatively large 
membership. 13 Its base was further broadened by the party's con¬ 
trol of several trade unions. But like their colleagues in other Arab 
countries, the Lebanese Communists discovered that they could not 
grow beyond a certain numerical size and measure of political influ¬ 
ence. These were further reduced in the 1960s by schisms and by the 
attraction of noncommunist Arab leftist organizations. The Party 
tried to reverse this trend by assuming the character of a party of the 
masses and by pursuing the strategy of popular fronts. It cooper¬ 
ated with the groups attractive to its potential constituency—the 
Palestinian organizations, the Ba'th party, the Nasserite groups, 
and Junblatt's party. The Communist party realized, too, the revo¬ 
lutionary potential of the ShiT community and recruited new mem- 
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bers from its ranks. Like several other political groups in Lebanon, 
the Communist party decided in the early 1970s that without an 
armed militia it would lose its political relevance. Its militia, the 
People's Guard, took part in the civil war. 


The Ba ( th Party 

The Lebanese branch of the Pan-Arab Ba'th party is one of the 
veteran leftist parties in Lebanon. It was established in the 1940s by 
Michel Aflaq, a Syrian Greek Orthodox, and the other historic 
founders of the BaTh. Its membership characteristically came from 
the Sunni and Greek Orthodox communities, the traditional re¬ 
positories of Arab nationalist sentiment and hostility to the Leba¬ 
nese state. The party was politically inconsequential until the 
change in the fortunes of its larger branches in Syria and Iraq. 14 

The history and structure of the Lebanese Ba f th reflected the 
course of the party's larger branches in Arab politics and particularly 
their schisms and secessions. From the late 1960s, the party was 
divided between pro-Syrians and pro-Iraqis, the former led by Tsam 
Qansu and the latter by Abdul Majid al-Rafi f i. During the first 
phases of the war, both factions belonged to the National Front, but 
Syria's intervention and Iraq's efforts to subvert Syrian policies set 
the groups against one another. The pro-Syrian Ba'th, having failed 
in its attempt to mediate between its Syrian patrons and Junblatt, 
seceded from the National Front. While supporting Syria's policies 
in the spring and summer of 1976 they did not fight alongside the 
conservative militias against their former allies. The pro-Iraqi Ba f th, 
in turn, escalated its anti-Syrian campaign, particularly in Tripoli, 
al-RafiTs hometown. 


The Communist Labor Organization 

This small radical group seceded in 1968 from the Arab National¬ 
ist Movement, the pan-Arab party that reflected Arab ideological 
politics of the previous three decades. 15 Thus, from being a militant 
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pro-Nasserite movement, the Communist Labor Organization be¬ 
came in the mid-1960s a Marxist movement, the parent organization 
of the Popular Front and Popular Democratic Front for the Libera¬ 
tion of Palestine. Its leader, Musim Ibrahim, defined the Commu¬ 
nist Labor Movement as Lebanon's true defender against the "dan¬ 
ger of Zionist occupation" but insisted that it was a strictly political 
organization without a militia of its own. 


The Najjada 

The Najjada was formed as an Arab-Muslim paramilitary group in 
Lebanon and Palestine in the mid-i930S. The Lebanese Najjada 
presented itself as the Muslim equivalent of the Phalange, but it 
never acquired the same power and significance. The party s found¬ 
er and leader, Adnan al-Hakim, had been a persistent advocate of a 
thorough reform of the Lebanese political system, and in 1970 he 
stood as a presidential candidate in defiance of the accepted political 
norms. He received one vote, his own, but his gesture was a har¬ 
binger of greater challenges. The Najjada's social program was 
rather conservative; its militancy focused on the demand for a re¬ 
distribution of political power. Its small armed force (which, Hakim 
insisted, was not a militia) cooperated in 1975 with the Palestinians, 
but, following Syria's intervention, withdrew from the fighting and 
reduced its political activity as well. 


The Syrian Socialist Nationalist Party 

The Parti Populaire Syrien (PPS), the original name for this party, 
is one of the oldest and most intriguing political parties in Lebanon. 
It was founded in the early 1930s by Antun Sa'adeh, a Greek 
Orthodox. The party's structure, organizational patterns, and, to 
some extent, ideology were influenced by the ultranationalist and 
fascist movements of the 1930s, but the most important elements of 
its doctrine were formulated in response to the social and political 
conditions in Lebanon and the Fertile Crescent. Sa'adeh argued that 
Greater Syria was a national entity, the home and creator of a Syrian 
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nation; the artificial states established in its territory by the 1918-21 
settlement should be destroyed and integrated into a Syrian state. 
His views made him an enemy of the Lebanese Republic, Arab 
nationalism, Zionism, and French policy. Sa'adeh's personality and 
his bold views attracted an impressive group, especially in the 
Greek Orthodox community, which was hostile to the Maronite- 
Catholic hegemony in the Lebanese state. 16 

Sa'adeh was executed in 1949 for conspiring with the Syrian gov¬ 
ernment to stage a coup in Lebanon, and his party has since under¬ 
gone two transformations. In the mid-1950s, its hostility to Pan- 
Arab nationalism turned it into a pro-Western movement and a 
defender of the Lebanese state. It fought alongside President Cham- 
oun and the Phalanges in 1958 and in 1961 staged an abortive coup 
d'etat against President Shihab, whose domestic and foreign pol¬ 
icies it opposed. 17 A decade later, the party was transformed yet 
again, its militancy once more directed against the Lebanese state 
and system but this time in league with leftist and Palestinian 
groups. It renounced its opposition to Arab unity—then a waning 
ideology—and supported Asad's regime in Syria and its ambitions 
in Lebanon. 

The PPS's relationship to the Ba f th party has a curious and ironic 
history. Both parties were founded by leaders trying to solve the 
problems of minority communities in a fragmented, pluralistic soci¬ 
ety and both used the secularist approach of Christian proponents 
of Syrian-Arab nationalism in the Levant in the 1860s and 1870s. But 
whereas Sa f adeh advocated a secular Greater Syrian nationalism, 
Aflaq formulated a doctrine of a reformist, secular (that is, not Sun¬ 
ni) Arab nationalism. The two parties were popular among Alawi 
youth in Syria during the 1940s and 1950s, but in the mid-1950s, as 
the Ba'thi regime led Syria toward neutralism, socialism, and union 
with Egypt, the PPS acted as the rear guard for conservative pro- 
Western forces. In 1955, Fuad and Ghassan Jadid, two Alawi broth¬ 
ers who were army officers and members of the PPS, masterminded 
the assassination of the leading Ba f thi officer in the Syrian army, 
Adnan al-Maliki, which led to the brutal suppression of the party in 
Syria. Ten years later, another brother, Salah Jadid, who had joined 
the rival party in the 1940s, became a leader in the BaThi regime in 
Syria. 
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By the early 1970s, the old rivalries became meaningless, and 
many Lebanese members of the PPS came to view Asad's regime 
and its regional ambitions as the first real opportunity to implement 
the party's original vision of Greater Syria. For other members, 
Ba'thi Syria was a source of support against their traditional Mar- 
onite rivals. 18 These two attitudes toward Syria helped divide the 
party in Lebanon, the faction headed by Ina m Ra d being closely 
allied to Syrian policy, the faction headed by George Abdul Masih 
keeping a distance. Following Syria's about-face in 1976, Ra d s fac¬ 
tion remained loyal to its patron (although it did not take part in the 
fighting), while Masih's continued to support the National Front. 


Late-forming Revisionist Groups 

Among the Lebanese (as distinct from the Palestinians), most of 
the fighting for the revisionist cause was by organizations that ap¬ 
peared on the Lebanese political scene in the first half of the 1970s. 
With the exception of the Movement of the 24th of October, all these 
organizations defined themselves as Nasserite. After Nasser's 
death, this identification implied the fundamental goals of Nasser- 
ism (Arab unity, social reform, a strengthening of the Arab world's 
power vis-a-vis Western interests, and affiliation with other bearers 
of the Nasserite legacy, primarily Libya's President Mu ammar 
Kadhafi). 

The Independent Nasserites, led by Ibrahim Qulilat, presented 
itself as a progressive socialist movement, supportive of the Pales¬ 
tinians and opposed to Lebanon's partition. 19 Its militia, the 
Murabitun (a Muslim organization, as its name implies) played an 
important role in fighting the Phalanges in that city. It was particu¬ 
larly close to the Fath. Qulilat claimed that his organization existed 
secretly since the early 1970s and fought Israel in southern Lebanon 
alongside the Palestinians. It remained allied to the Palestinians 
(and opposed to Syria) throughout 1976. 

The Union of the Toiling People's Forces was the only Nasserite 
organization boasting parliamentary representation: as we saw, one 
of its two leaders, Najjah Wakim, won a seat in the 197 2 elections, 
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the first in which members of parties made legal in 1970 took part. 
Of the Nasserite organizations, it was the closest to Syria. Its mili¬ 
tary wing, Firqat Nasir, fought in the Beirut area. The change in 
Syria's policy forced the Union to break ranks with the other 
Nasserites. Its other leader, Kamal Shatila, was among those who 
tried in vain to mediate between Syria and Junblatt. It then ceased its 
military activity but extended unreserved political support to Syria. 
A related group, the Corrective Movement, was formed by Tsam 
Arab, who seceded from the Union on personal grounds. This small 
organization had its own militia, Quwwat Nassir. 

Two other groups were essentially local. The Popular Nasserite 
Organization was a militia located in the town of Sidon. Its leader, 
Mustafa Sa'd, was the son of the parliamentary deputy Ma'ruf Sa'd, 
whose death in the violent events in Sidon in March 1975 was part of 
the prelude to the civil war. 20 The Movement of the Twenty-fourth 
of October crystallized in Tripoli at the end of 1969 during the 
clashes between the Lebanese authorities and the Palestinians. 21 Its 
leader, Faruq al-Muqaddam, was a scion of an intensely nationalis¬ 
tic family, which had opposed the traditional Sunni establishment 
led by the Karamis. While eschewing a Nasserite label, Muqaddam 
was consistently anti-Syrian. His movement supported the Pales¬ 
tinians, opposed the Lebanese political system, and agitated for 
radical social reform. It was impelled, however, not so much by 
ideology as by traditional animosity to the Maronites of Zugharta 
and by impatience with the Sunni leadership in Tripoli. Muqad- 
dam's opposition to Syria was reinforced in the mid-1970s by Syria's 
cooperation with the Faranjiyyas and its cultivation of Syrian tem¬ 
porary workers, many of them Alawis, in Tripoli. 


The Sunni Establishment 

The outbreak of the civil war brought the established political 
leadership of Lebanon's Sunni community—the object of Faruq al- 
Muqaddam's wrath and scorn—face to face with an inescapable 
dilemma. During previous decades, Sunni politicians like Sa ib Sal- 
am, Rashid Karami, and Abdullah al-Yafi had recognized that their 
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interests overlapped with those of their Maronite counterparts. 22 In 
the late 1960s and early 1970s, this community of interests eroded, 
and Sunni leaders were demanding a greater share of power for 
their own sake and in response to the mood and pressure of their 
constituents. Still they stopped short of adhering to the far-reaching 
demands of the National Movement, fearing a crisis like the one 
which finally erupted in 1975. The crisis polarized Christian-Muslim 
relations and forced leaders like Salam and Karami to embrace the 
cause of their more radical colleagues, even though they did so 
reluctantly, realizing that the tremors of radicalism were undermin¬ 
ing their own position as well. 

It was a measure of their ambivalence and ill-preparation for the 
new conditions in Lebanon that the Sunni Zu'ama took almost no 
part in the fighting and persistently used their influence to try to 
reach a compromise. Salam did form a conservative militia intended 
to defend West Beirut. But he and his friends were out of tune with 
Lebanon's street politics; their clientele had come under the influ¬ 
ence of the new militias' leaders. 

The Sunni religious leadership, headed by the Mufti, Sheikh 
Hasan Khaled, pursued an intermediate course. Without endorsing 
violence, it supported the reform proposals raised by the National 
Front. The Mufti argued that no just demands should be withdrawn 
just because they had been raised by Marxists. The Mufti's newly 
acquired political role and saliency were illustrated by the conven¬ 
ing of the Islamic Summit at his residence in Aramun in December 
1975. Other Muslim leaders (the Shi'i Imam and the Sheikh of the 
Druzes), conservative Sunni politicians (Sa’ib Salam, Rashid Ka¬ 
rami, and Abdullah al-Yafi), as well as Yasir 'Arafat, leader of the 
PLO, participated in the meeting. These participants, according to 
Asad's July 20,1976, speech, telephoned Asad, asking Syria to inter¬ 
vene in Lebanon. That intervention widened the gap between the 
conservative and pragmatic Zu'ama and the radical Muslims, who 
refused to come to terms with Syrian policies. The radicals' defeat at 
the hands of the Syrians and the indefinite prolongation of the 1972 
parliament then helped the traditional politicians to preserve a mea¬ 
sure of political influence, which at the height of the civil war 
seemed to have been eliminated by the radicals and their militias. 
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The Shi'i Establishment 

The military role played by the militant leadership of the Shi'i 
community in the civil war was hardly commensurate with its part 
in the developments leading to it. Imam Musa al-Sadr's Movement 
of the Disinherited did form a militia, al-Amal (also known as the 
Battalions of Lebanese Resistance), defining itself as a force defend¬ 
ing southern Lebanon from Israel and combatting social injustice at 
home. It organized secretly, surfacing in the summer of 1975. While 
Shi'is in Beirut fought hard along the dividing line between al- 
Shiyah and Ayn al-Rumani (the Maronite quarter), their contribu¬ 
tion to the overall military effort of the revisionist coalition was 
limited, a consequence of the leadership's complex relationship 
with Syria and perhaps also of a feeling that the community's quar¬ 
rel was with the Lebanese political system and not with the 
Maronites. 

But Sadr was very active politically. He participated in the Leba¬ 
nese Muslim summit, took part in several mediation efforts between 
Syria and its opponents, and visited Arab capitals. During one of 
these visits, to Libya in August 1978, Sadr disappeared in myste¬ 
rious circumstances. He was probably killed by political rivals, 
whose identity has remained a contentious matter. The traditional 
leaders of the Shi'i community, Kamel al-As c ad, Kazem al-Khalil, 
and Adel Usayran, faced a dilemma similar to that of the Sunni 
Zu f ama: their hold over their constituents had eroded, and they 
were wary of a conflict that might jeopardize the Lebanese system 
and play into the hands of the radicals. Yet their efforts at compro¬ 
mise and mediation had little influence on the course of the crisis, 
nor did their efforts restore their positions. 


The Palestine Liberation Organization 

It is misleading to speak of one PLO role in the Lebanese civil war, 
which was significantly influenced by divisions and disagreements 
within the Organization. 23 Rather, distinctions should be made 
among three Palestinian groups: the PLO establishment, George 
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Habash's Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and 

Zuheir Muhsin's al-Sa'iqa. , , 

From the PLO establishment's perspective, embodied in the p 
icies of the Fath and to a lesser extent the Popular Democratic Front 
for the Liberation of Palestine (PDFLP), the situation in prewar 
Lebanon was optimal. The Palestinians had an autonomous te 
ritorial base contiguous with Israel, and the Lebanese govern 
was too weak to restrain them. And Israel, although it ma e rai 
into Lebanon, did not launch an all-out offensive because of Leba¬ 
non's close ties to the West. Thus, despite their criticism of the 
Lebanese political system and their affinity with its domestic oes, 
until January 1976, these Palestinians resisted being dragged 
the fighting. Their reluctance was strengthened by the lessons 
learned after September 1970, when meddling in Jordanian politics 
had brought the PLO to the verge of catastrophe. Furthermore, 1 
the summer and fall of i 9 75 the Organization was engaged in 

political offensive that had already achieve V mpreSS T h ri? n l^ 
the United Nations and promised additional gams in ^ 

197 6 Security Council discussions of the Palestinian issue. Involve¬ 
ment in the civil war was, therefore, officially shunned, and the 
Organization publicized its policy of nonintervention and sough 
the statesman-like roles of mediation and cease-fire supemsion. 

Reality, however, was more intricate. Units affiliated with 
Organization did take part in the fighting, and the PLO leadership 
itself took advantage of the gains made by its Lebanese 
improve the terms secured in the 1969 Cairo Agreemen . P y 
Of nonintervention collapsed in 1976. Syria's intervention in Leba¬ 
non and its conflict with the Palestinians produced an entirely new 
situation. The issues at stake were no longer Lebanon s politica 
future and PLO diplomatic ventures but the Syrian challenge 
PLO autonomy and its status as "the sole legitimate representative 
of the Palestinian people." The Syrian Ba'thi regime had asserted 
that Syria was not just another Arab state extending support to the 
Palestinians but that it had a special nexus with the southern par o 

Greater Syria (that is, Palestine). 

The PLO obstruction of Asad's policy in Lebanon provoked Syria 
to assail the PLO position and was a justification for Syria s deter- 
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mination to punish the PLO leadership. Asad referred to this leader- 
ship in July 1976 as "those who are now speaking in the name of 
Palestine, who are absorbed in their imaginations, and ignore all the 
efforts we have invested on their behalf." In the same speech, he 
denied the PLO's right to take unilateral decisions on how and 
where the struggle for Palestine should be waged: "The Palestinians 
fighting in Mount Lebanon are by no means fighting for Palestine. 
He who wants to liberate Jounieh and Tripoli does not want to 
liberate Palestine, even if he claims to." And finally, "All talk about 
war about the liberation of Palestine without Syria, is ignorance 
and a misleading of the masses." These themes were stated even 
more explicitly in private. According to Junblatt's testimony, Asad 
told Yasir 'Arafat that "you do not represent Palestine more than we 
do . . . and don't you forget one thing—there is no Palestinian peo¬ 
ple and there is no Palestinian entity—there is Syria." 24 

Here, then, was 'Arafat's dilemma in the spring and summer of 
1976 Syria had claimed a special role in Lebanon and, regarding the 
Palestinian issue, had challenged 'Arafat's status. Furthermore, it 
had acted in apparent concert with the United States. Would Syria 
now try to force the PLO to fit into the settlement scheme? And if so, 
should the PLO fight against superior Syrian troops without the 
benefit of real support from Syria's Arab rivals? The PLO was finally 
saved by Saudi Arabia, which exerted a moderating influence on 
Syria and summoned the conference that brought an end to the 
fighting. The Riyad conference also prepared the ground for a new 
effort to produce a comprehensive Arab-Israeli settlement in which 
the PLO and the Syrian-PLO connection would play a crucial role. 

The notions of "conspiracy" and "liquidation," which Arafat and 
the PLO establishment adopted after the Syrian invasion, were for¬ 
mulated at the outset of the crisis by George Habash, the leader of 
the PFLP and his rejectionist colleagues. This being the case, they 
argued, they had to fight the war alongside their Lebanese partners. 
But their whole-hearted participation in the war had still deeper 
roots: most of the Marxist elements in the PLO believed in the 
ultimate futility of a political and military struggle. Social conditions 
had to be transformed and conservative regimes had to be over¬ 
thrown before the full resources of the Arab world could be mobi- 
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lized for the decisive battle against Israel. Amman in 1970 was seen 

as the equivalent of Hanoi; by 1975* the liberatlon ° f Tn P oh and 
Jounieh was seen as essential for the liberation of Palestine. 

The PLO's predicament was compounded by the activity of al- 
Sa'iqa, its large constituent organization, which was contro e 1 
rectly by Syria. It fought on the side of the Syrians and its leader, 
Zuheir Muhsin, faithfully echoed the political line in Damascus. He 
even went beyond his Syrian masters when he told a Dutch inter¬ 
viewer- "Between Jordanians, Palestinians, Syrians, and Lebanese 
there are no differences. We are part of one people, the Arab na¬ 
tion. . . . only for political reasons do we subscribe to our Palestin¬ 
ian identity. . . . Palestinians must work together with Syria in the 
first place, and only after that with the other Arab states Among 
Palestinians, al-Sa'iqa was regarded as merely a tool of Syrian pol¬ 
icy, but for the larger audience watching the Syrian-Palestiman con¬ 
flict, al-Sa'iqa's challenge to the PLO's established leadership added 
yet another question mark to a very confusing story. 
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The Lingering Crisis 


The settlement of October 1976 ended the Lebanese civil war but 
not the Lebanese crisis. Both the underlying and the immediate 
problems that had unsettled the Lebanese political system and had 
led to the outburst in April 1975 remained unsolved and were in fact 
exacerbated and compounded by the war and its repercussions. The 
issues, problems and actors concerned in this ongoing crisis can best 
be examined in terms of four facets: the continuing domestic con¬ 
flict, Syria's quest for hegemony, the Palestinian issue, and Israel s 

These components were closely intertwined. Syria stayed in Leb¬ 
anon for the stated purpose of preventing a resumption of the civil 
war, which was a likely possibility as long as the internal Lebanese 
conflict remained unresolved. But its very presence, while certainly 
helping to prevent a resumption of all-out fighting, seemed also to 
perpetuate the domestic conflict. Syria had a set of goals in Lebanon 
and a policy designed to achieve them. But the actual steps taken to 
gain them generated greater antagonism in those whose interests 
they threatened. Furthermore, Syria's presence in Lebanon—and 
that of the PLO—stimulated greater Israeli involvement. And al¬ 
though Israel argued that it had to support the local militias in 
southern Lebanon since there was no proper Lebanese army to 
police the border area, that support contributed to the further hu¬ 
miliation of Elyas Sarkis's weak central government. 

But the interaction among the four components that stalemate 
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the Lebanese crisis also had a balancing effect: no single factor could 
impose its will. Syria could not crush the PLO in 1976 nor the Mar- 
onite militias in 1978, but it did thwart the militias' attempt to ex¬ 
pand their territorial base in 1981. Thus the period was marked by 
an unstable equilibrium among hostile and reluctant P artner J eac 
could seek to hnprove its position within the terms of the Lebanese 

equation but not to revise its contours. 

This situation will be made clear in the ensuing account of political 
developments in the Lebanese crisis between October1976 and May 
1982. But first the international and regional context of the crisis and 
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The International Setting 

From 1976 to 1982, despite two changes of administration in 
Washington and many changes in the region, the essence of U.S 
policy toward Lebanon did not change. The United States did not 
think an acceptable fundamental change in Lebanon likely, and did 
not give the Lebanese issue a high priority on its Middle East agen 
da. Instead it was inclined to encourage the consolidation of the 
status quo. The United States wanted primarily to prevent an acute 
crisis that would threaten regional stability and the success of 1 s 

policies elsewhere in the Middle East. 1 

The Gerald Ford administration, which opened the dialogue wi 
Syria and sanctioned its intervention in Lebanon, was replaced soon 
after the Riyad and Cairo conferences by the Carter administration. 
The latter revised several aspects of its predecessor's policies in the 
Middle East but adhered to its policy toward the Lebanese crisis. 
During most of 1977, the Carter administration tried to sustain the 
dialogue with Syria and to open one with the PLO to prepare the 
way for a comprehensive settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. This 
fact, the importance attributed by Washington to Saudi Arabia, and 
the Carter administration's ideological biases combined to suppor 
the view that the framework developed in October 1976 was the 
most propitious for dealing with the Lebanese problem. No imme¬ 
diate solution appeared feasible, but hope for the future lay in the 
gradual consolidation of the central government. Since Syria sup 
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ported the Sarkis government and prevented a resumption of the 
fighting, it was perceived as playing a constructive role. The Pales 
tinians, once integrated into the comprehensive settlement, should 
relax their pressure on the Lebanese political system. Although the 
Carter administration frowned upon Israel s support o t e e a 
nese Front and Sa'd Haddad's militias, it concentrated its influence 
with Israel on the Palestinian issue, and it thought it unwise to add 
vet another point of friction to an already strained relationship. The 
United States considered the Maronite militias, much to their cha¬ 
grin, retrogressive, voices from the past, quite unlike their self- 
image, as described by Bashir Jumayyil: "A small population . . 
fighting alone for liberty, democracy, for the dignity of man agains 
peoples and groups that deny these values . . ." 2 

In the autumn of i 9 77 < the Carter administration abandoned its 
original Middle East policy and replaced it with a reluctant endorse¬ 
ment of the Egyptian-Israeli dialogue and peace negotiations, put- 
tog Lide its dialogue with Syria and its hoped-for dialogue writ, the 
Palestinians. But stilLthe Lebanese crisis remained a marginal issue 
for the United States, completely overshadowed by the Camp Davi 
accords, the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, and the events in Iran. In 
the euphoria immediately after the Camp David conference, resolu¬ 
tion of the Lebanese crisis was mentioned; but the idea was aban 

doned as difficulties arose in the Camp David accords. 

Subtle changes occurred in Washington's policy toward Lebanon 
when the Reagan administration began its term of office.* The new 
president and his first secretary of state, Alexander Haig, saw the 
Middle East primarily through the prism of Soviet-American nval- 
‘ ries. From this angle, Syria and the Palestinians were seen in a 
negative light, in Lebanon and elsewhere, while the militias of the 
Lebanese Front, a conservative pro-Western force, were viewe 
more favorably than they had been by the previous administration. 
Accordingly, the new administration agreed early in 1981 to receive 

Bashir Jumayyil for a visit in Washington. 

In the spring of 1981, the United States seemed to be consider! g 
trying to end Syria's military presence and political influence in 
Lebanon. This was the significance attached at the time to Secretary 
Haig's specific denunciation of Syria's role in Lebanon during is 
first official tour of the Middle East. In a press conference held with 
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Prime Minister Menachem Begin in Jerusalem on April 6, Haig ad¬ 
dressed himself to the Syrian-Phalangist clashes in Zahle: "With 
respect to the situation in Lebanon, I think there are few differences 
[between the United States and Israel] that I am aware of. We view 
the brutality of the Syrian action against the Christian enclosure as a 
very very serious turn of events, which is unacceptable by any 
measure of appropriate international standards of conduct . . . and 
the consequences of a failure to return to a cease-fire of course are 
most, most serious." 4 

But if Haig did accurately reflect the Reagan administration's in¬ 
tentions in Lebanon, these intentions were abandoned when the 
Syrian-Israeli missile crisis erupted later in Ap r il. A Syrian-Israeli 
war would divide the United States—which would be seen to be 
supporting Israel—from its conservative Arab allies—which would 
support Syria (albeit without enthusiasm). Moreover, Syria's Treaty 
of Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union might force a 
U.S. confrontation with the Soviets. And then there were influential 
members of the administration, the secretary of defense in particu¬ 
lar, whose outlook on the Middle East (and consequently on the 
Lebanese crisis) differed radically from that of the secretary of state. 

Aiming to avert a Syrian-Israeli war, Washington sent Philip Hab¬ 
ib to mediate the missile crisis. The scope of his mission soon ex¬ 
panded as it became evident once again that ncLone aspect of the 
Lebanese crisis could be addressed in isolation, and Habib tried 
with Saudi Arabia's help to reach a settlement of the broader crisis. 
Given Saudi Arabia's active role, this attempt was conducted within 
the framework first devised in 1976-77- Thus, during the latter part 
of 1981 and the early months of 1982, it was generally believed that 
the indications of change in early 1981 had been a passing episode 
and that the Reagan administration's Lebanese policy was essen¬ 
tially a continuation of the policies of its two predecessors. 

It is significant that despite the collapse of the American-Syrian 
dialogue and the reverses sustained by the United States in Iran and 
Afghanistan, it was the United States that drew the external con¬ 
tours of the Lebanese crisis. America's position was based on its 
influence in several important Arab countries, on Syria's and the 
PLO's desire for a dialogue with the United States, on a residual 
belief in America's interest in and concern for Lebanon, and, most 
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important, on the widely held view that the United States was the 
only power capable of influencing Israel. Egypt's gradual disen¬ 
gagement from the military dimension of the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
which culminated in the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty had given 
Israel a decisive military advantage over Syria, and Israel now could 
conceivably seek a military solution to the Lebanese crisis. Although 
America's capacity to prevent, moderate, or condone Israeli military 
activity in Lebanon generated much Arab criticism, it strengthened 
American influence over the course of the Lebanese crisis. 

However, as a case study in the superpower-client relations in the 
region, the Lebanese crisis more often than not disclosed the limita¬ 
tions and disappointments inherent in such relationships for the 
senior partner. American and Israeli outlooks on the crisis often 
diverged, and the American government discovered it could not 
always compel its junior partner to act in accordance with its wishes 
in matters that Israel considered to be vital and the United States to 
be inconsequential. But Washington's occasional consternation was 
mild compared with Moscow's sustained discomfiture. The Leba¬ 
nese crisis clearly demonstrated the limits of Soviet influence in the 
Middle East and the extent of the United States's success in the 
mid-1970s in restoring its ascendancy in the core of the area. Al¬ 
though clients and friends of the Soviet Union played important 
roles in the civil war, they spent the crucial phases of it fighting each 
other. Syria, the Soviet Union's most important client in the Arab 
world after Egypt's defection, acted in coordination with the United 
States and blatantly rejected Moscow's advice. 

Even the eventual Soviet-Syrian rapprochement and the disrup¬ 
tion of the incipient Syrian-American dialogue failed to improve y/ 
Moscow's standing. Syria's continued presence in Lebanon en- , 
dangered the very existence of the Ba'thi regime and risked a Syrian- 
Israeli war, in which the Soviet Union would be identified with the 
weaker side, which would be fighting outside its frontiers. 

President Hafiz al-Asad's precarious domestic position and the 
prospect of a Syrian-Israeli war in Lebanon seem, indeed, to have 
been two of the considerations behind the Soviet Union's change of 
mind regarding a treaty relationship with Syria. During most of the 
1970s, the Soviet Union had sought to formalize its relations with 
Syria through a treaty of friendship and cooperation, while Ba'thi 
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Syria evaded Soviet overtures. In 1980, it was the weakened and 
discredited Ba'thi regime that wanted the treaty, while the Soviets 
appeared reluctant to risk their prestige. 5 When the treaty was final¬ 
ly signed in October 1980, the clauses that could apply in the 
eventuality of Syrian-Israeli fighting in Lebanon were, indeed, care¬ 
fully drafted to be imprecise and vague. And when such combat 
seemed imminent during the missile crisis in 1981, the Soviets indi¬ 
cated that the 1980 treaty did not apply to Syrian forces in Lebanon. 
Only later, when the crisis was nearly over, did Soviet statements 
vis-a-vis Israel assume a more threatening tone. 6 

The Regional Setting 

The outbreak, the course, and the outcome of the Lebanese civil 
war were all influenced by the changes in the system of inter-Arab 
relations in the early 1970s: primarily the decline in Egypt's position 
and the concomitant rise in influence of the oil-producing states and 
Syria. 7 But these convulsions did not produce a stable new order. 
Hegemonies and alliances were short-lived, and the pattern of inter- 
Arab relations was altered often and abruptly. Saudi Arabia and 
Syria, whose regional policies seemed so influential and successful 
in 1976 and 1977, were weakened by 1979—Syria by the crisis in 
Asad's regime and Saudi Arabia by the ramifications of the Islamic 
revolution in Iran. For a brief moment in October 1978, Iraq ap¬ 
peared to be the leading state in the Arab system but was soon 
incapacitated by domestic problems and the Iranian challenge. Most 
important, in 1977 Egypt opted out of formal inter-Arab relations for 
a few years in order to complete the peace process with Israel and 
regain all Egyptian territory. The other Arab states were unable to 
force Egypt to renounce this policy, or to suggest an effective 
alternative. 

This state of affairs had two important repercussions for the Leba¬ 
nese crisis in the years 1977-82. For one thing, the crisis was pushed 
to one side on the Arab agenda, overshadowed by the issues that 
preoccupied the principal Arab states: the stability of their own 
regimes, the Egyptian-Israeli peace process, the Islamic revolution 
in Iran, and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. This decline of Arab 


interest and the absence of a durable pattern of alliances and 
hegemony in the Arab system helped to perpetuate the status quo in 
the Lebanese crisis during this period. Various Arab states were 
unhappy that the crisis continued, or with some particular aspect of 
it, be it Syria's policy or the Lebanese Front's relations with Israel, 
but they lacked the motivation or the capacity to translate their 
dissatisfaction into sustained and effective policies. All efforts to 
devise a solution to the crisis in Arab summit conferences during 
these years ended in failure. 

The profound changes of the late 1970s in the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
however, had an immediate bearing on the Lebanese crisis. As has 
already been mentioned, the Egyptian-Israeli peace process (and 
the failure to form an eastern Arab front) contributed to a crucial 
change in the Syrian-Israeli balance of power. But while some con¬ 
sequences of this change emerged gradually, others were already 
apparent in 1977. 

For one thing, Syria and the PLO were driven to paper over their 
differences and jointly oppose Sadat's policies. The bitterness of 
1976 did not fully disappear, nor did the underlying causes of Syr- 
ian-Palestinian tension in Lebanon; but they became less important, 
and a period of cooperation ensued. 8 

It was Lebanon's misfortune that the Egyptian-Israeli detente did 
not ease the broader Arab-Israeli conflict, but tended rather to tele¬ 
scope it and focus it on the Palestinian issue. While Israel was mak¬ 
ing peace with Egypt, it was fighting a bitter war with the PLO, 
primarily in the West Bank and in Lebanon. In the West Bank the 
conflict was over land and political influence; in Lebanon it was 
governed, until June 1982, by military action. Having by and large 
renounced terror outside the Middle East and being barred from 
Israel's Syrian and Jordanian borders, the PLO concentrated its 
efforts on launching raids along Israel's land and sea borders with 
Lebanon. Earlier Palestinian-Israeli violence in Lebanon was 
dwarfed by the military build-up, raids, counterraids, and preemp¬ 
tive raids of 1977-82. 

One other regional issue affected the Lebanese crisis, though less 
significantly than the foregoing: the rise of a revolutionary Islamic 
regime in Iran, its efforts to "export" the Islamic revolution, and the 
ensuing Iraqi-Iranian war. Iran is a Shi'i country; it has traditionally 
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influenced the Lebanese Shi'i and since 1979 has been an ally of Syria 
and an enemy of Iraq. Iranian meddling in Lebanon contributed to 
violent conflict between Lebanese who supported Iran and those 
who supported Iraq. Its impact on the strength and politics of the 
Shi'i community was twofold. While further splintering the commu¬ 
nity, it also helped to fashion within its ranks a cadre determined to 
go to great lengths to enhance Shi'i power and standing. 

The Continuing Domestic Conflict 

It has already been noted that the partial settlement in October 
1976 failed even to consider, let alone remedy, the root cause of the 
Lebanese crisis: the conflict between two rival camps over the iden¬ 
tity of the Lebanese entity and the distribution of power within the 

Lebanese state and political system. 

In the absence of reconciliation and consensus, the term of Leba¬ 
non's 1972 parliament was extended in 1976 and again in 1980. Even 
by-elections for seats that became vacant could not be held. The 
cabinets of Salim al-Huss and then of Shafiq al-Wazzan were de¬ 
fined as technocratic and as such won approval from a parliament 
whose functions were primarily ceremonial. Several attempts were 
made after October 1976 to devise a formula that would enable a 
gradual return to normal political life, but Lebanon's politicians, 
divided and under pressure from external forces, were unable to 
agree. Nor could the army or the presidency act as a focus for 
consensus and stability. The Lebanese army, the object of a struggle 
for influence between Syria and the Lebanese Front, was confined 
to its barracks and not used to enforce the authority of the central 
government. Efforts by President Sarkis to transcend partisan and 
sectarian divisions were obstructed during the first years of his 
presidency by too close an affiliation with Syria. He later distanced 
himself from Syria and drew closer to the Lebanese Front, but in 
so doing he forfeited the confidence of Syria and its Lebanese 

all In S the absence of any progress toward national reunification and 
political normalization, Lebanon's domestic politics were con 
ducted within and among the major political camps and factions. 
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These internal conflicts were carried on simultaneously with the 
national political process, and most of the time they overshadowed 
it. 9 

The development of the Lebanese Front was unquestionably dic¬ 
tated by the Phalangist drive, under Bashir Jumayyil's leadership, 
for undisputed hegemony. 10 Jumayyil, who was unknown and 
twenty-eight years old at the end of the civil war, became during the 
next few years the virtual leader of the party in the broad sense of 
the term, usurping the position that his father was still formally 
holding and that his older brother, Amin, might have expected to 
inherit. It is difficult to separate the personal dimension from ques¬ 
tions of policy and orientation in the unfolding of this process. 
Bashir Jumayyil was unusually ambitious, determined, and gifted. 
He was also a consistent advocate of a close relationship with Israel 
and unambiguously hostile to Syria and the PLO, more like Camille 
Chamoun in this respect than like the traditional Phalangist 
thinkers. His closeness to the Israelis and the growing gap between 
the Maronites and the Syrians played into his hands and accelerated 
his progress to the party's leadership. The corresponding decline in 
the position of his elder brother and of part of the party's hierarchy 
must have produced tensions in its ranks, but except for occasional 
references in (mostly hostile) press reports, such tensions were well 
disguised by a show of party solidarity. 11 

Bashir Jumayyil's formal position was not in the party's hier¬ 
archy—he became commander of the Lebanese Forces after William 
Hawi was killed in Tel Za'atar in August 1976. This arrangement not 
only helped relations within the Jumayyil family but also enabled 
the Lebanese Front to attract Christian supporters who had not been 
identified with the Phalange in the past and who might have found 
a direct affiliation with the party awkward. Bashir Jumayyil's posi¬ 
tion also reflected the Phalangist belief in military power as the basis 
of political power and in the need to unify Maronite military forces. 
The Phalanges maintained that fragmented and divided forces, a 
characteristic of Maronite politics, was a luxury that a beleaguered 
community, fighting for its future against numerical and political 
odds, could not afford. Maronite political pluralism ought perhaps 
to be tolerated, but the community's military power had to be under 
one authority, and that authority had to be theirs. 
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On that premise, the Phalanges sought to break the independent 
power bases of their two principal partners. The conflict with the 
Faranjiyya family occurred first, in the spring of 1978, and was 
expedited by profound political disagreements over the Maronite 
community's relations with Syria. The Phalanges dispatched politi¬ 
cal and labor organizers, who agitated against the Faranjiyya family. 
Matters came to a head when the Phalanges sought to expand their 
party organization into northern Lebanon and to undermine the 
Faranjiyya family's economic base. In the social reality of Maronite 
northern Lebanon, political power could hardly be separated from 
the paramilitary organization and its economic underpinning. The 
Faranjiyyas responded to the challenge by killing the chief Phalan- 
gist organizer, Jud Bayeh. Bayeh's humble origins added a social 
dimension to the incident, showing the conflict between the tradi¬ 
tional patriarchal family of northern Lebanon and the leveling influ¬ 
ence of the Phalangist mobilization of Maronite society. The Pha¬ 
langes retaliated by shelling Tony Faranjiyya's home in the village of 
Ehden, killing him and his immediate family in June 1978. Whether 
or not his assassination had been planned, it is obvious that exces¬ 
sive brutality turned the incident into much more than a settling of 
scores or the weakening of a rival faction. Syria s proximity and 
protection helped the Faranjiyya family keep its regional position 
and assert its independence, now as sworn enemies of the Pha¬ 
langes and the Jumayyil family. 12 

Two years later, in July 1980, Bashir Jumayyil's militia destroyed 
the military infrastructure of the Tigers, the National Liberal Party s 
militia in the Beirut area. Camille Chamoun accepted the new real¬ 
ity, but his son Dany chose to oppose his former ally by joining other 
Lebanese expatriates in Paris. Camille Chamoun's acceptance of the 
Phalangist victory, essential for the continued existence of the Leba¬ 
nese Front, was more than just another symptom of his pragma¬ 
tism. It reflected his complex attitude to Bashir Jumayyil, the son of 
his colleague and competitor, whose role on the national stage 
seemed to be that of Chamoun's political successor. 13 

In the same vein, the Phalanges sought to expand their mandate 
and their demographic and territorial bases by becoming the repre¬ 
sentative authority for all Lebanese Christians, not just the Mar- 
onites. This search was most notably embodied in the establishment 
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of a Phalangist military and political presence in the predominantly 
Greek Catholic town of Zahle in eastern Lebanon in December 1980. 
Later, an attempt was made to build a road linking Zahle to Mount 
Lebanon and to Jounieh, the territorial nucleus of Christian 
Lebanon. 

In complete contrast to that of the Lebanese Front, the post- civil- 
war history of its chief Lebanese rival, the National Front, was char¬ 
acterized by decline and disintegration. The National Front, already 
seriously weakened by its conflict with Syria in 1976' lost its one 
national leader when Junblatt was assassinated in 1977. His son, 
Walid, inherited his father's command and political position but 
lacked the experience, stature, and charisma that could have made 
him into a real leader of a political camp. 

Syria further weakened the National Front by basing its Lebanon 
policy not on its leftist clients and sympathizers but on a broad 
spectrum, which included traditional Lebanese politicians like Sul¬ 
eiman Faranjiyya and Rashid Karami as well as the Palestinians and 
the revisionist militias—a strategy that was another obstacle along 
the way to national reconciliation in Lebanon. The Lebanese Front 
continued to argue categorically that the Palestinians were an alien 
presence in Lebanon and that their problem should be solved by the 
Arabs collectively and not at Lebanon's expense. The PLO (and its 
Syrian and Lebanese allies) naturally objected to this position as 
well as to any settlement in Lebanon that did not meet its require¬ 
ments. And while incapable of imposing their own settlement, it 
was powerful enough to veto any settlement accepted by the Leba¬ 
nese Front. 


Syria's Quest for Hegemony 

From Syria's vantage point, the settlement in October 1976 was a 
partial success. The Arab consensus endorsed Syria s preeminence 
in Lebanon, and the prospects of consolidating Syrian hegemony 
appeared excellent. Clearly, Syria was not seeking to annex Leba¬ 
non: that was an unrealistic and indeed not an advantageous policy 
goal. But Syrian influence might be ensured, without the burden of 
maintaining a large expeditionary force in Lebanon, by continuing 
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to cultivate a Lebanese political clientele, by shaping a subservient 
central government, and by formalizing Syrian hegemony through 
a treaty relationship. The patient pursuit of these goals was likely to 
meet with success; but it exacted an immediate price that the Ba'thi 
regime, especially when in the midst of a severe domestic crisis, was 
hard put to pay. 

And then there were other immediate difficulties. The alliance 
with the Lebanese Front was artificial, but another about-face would 
provoke a conflict with the most important domestic Lebanese 
force. That force, the Syrians knew very well, maintained close ties 
with Israel, whose interests and involvement in Lebanon had al¬ 
ready curtailed Syria’s freedom of action. The Palestinian-Israeli 
conflict in Lebanon presented Syria with yet another dilemma. The 
Syrian regime had no desire to prevent the PLO from launching 
raids against Israel from southern Lebanon but found it increasingly 
difficult not to react to Israel's preemptive and punitive strikes, 
aerial reconnaissance, and raids into Lebanon. Still, despite the 
apparent radicalization and ideological nature of the regime and the 
chronic state of Syrian-Israeli relations, Syria conducted its contest 
with Israel in Lebanon with remarkable pragmatism. Syria's and 
Israel's long-term goals in Lebanon were conflicting. For a brief 
period in 1976, they both supported the same party, but as a rule 
they backed rival protagonists in the struggle for Lebanon's future. 
In this struggle, Syria carefully calculated Israel's interests, sen¬ 
sitivities, and capabilities and sought to minimize direct contact. 
The first clash between Syria and Israel in Lebanon occurred in the 
spring of 1979, when the Syrian air force challenged its Israeli coun¬ 
terpart and lost. For the next two years, direct Syrian-Israeli conflict 
in Lebanon was confined to a series of similarly unsuccessful Syrian 
attempts. 

Most significant, though, were the domestic repercussions of Syr¬ 
ia's involvement in Lebanon. The regime headed by Hafiz al-Asad, 
which from 1970 to 1976 had enjoyed domestic and external suc¬ 
cesses, encountered difficulties in 1977 which developed into a se¬ 
rious crisis that the regime has not yet been able to overcome. Its 
eruption was to a large extent a side-effect of Syria s 1976 interven¬ 
tion in Lebanon, which fanned Syria's communal tensions, caused 
friction in the regime's upper echelons, compounded economic dif¬ 
ficulties, and embittered the public. It was against this background 
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that radical elements in the Syrian Muslim brotherhood decided to 
follow Iranian tactics in a renewed attempt to topple the regime. 
Their successive challenges—a campaign of personal terror in 1977, 
the massacre of the Alawi artillery cadets in 1979, the revolt in 
Syria's northern cities later that year, and the attempt on Asad's life 
in 1980—nearly brought down the regime. 14 

The protracted domestic crisis imposed, in turn, serious con¬ 
straints on Syria's policy in Lebanon. In 1979 and 1980, the Ba'thi 
leadership found it increasingly difficult to attend to Lebanon and 
was sometimes even hard-pressed to spare the necessary troops 
when it was using large military formations to suppress the opposi¬ 
tion in northern Syria. Furthermore, Syrian public opinion was less 
likely to tolerate Syrian casualties over the Lebanese crisis than over 
the conflict with Israel. And when Saudi Arabia and its client states 
changed their attitude toward Syria's role in Lebanon and reduced 
their financial support for Syria's military presence there, the cost of 
keeping a large military contingent in Lebanon became more bur¬ 
densome. Finally, although in the long run control over Lebanon 
would enhance Syria's defensive and offensive posture vis-a-vis 
Israel, for the time being the maintenance of some thirty thousand 
troops in Lebanon without the necessary military infrastructure 
weakened Syria's position, which had already been undermined by 
the Egyptian-Israeli negotiations and subsequent peace treaty. 

Early in 1980, these considerations persuaded Asad to announce a 
partial withdrawal and a redeployment of Syrian forces in Lebanon. 
The announcement produced one of the telling ironies in the Leba¬ 
nese crisis, because even some of the harshest Lebanese critics of 
Syria's role in Lebanon expressed their dismay at the prospect of an 
early Syrian withdrawal. With the fundamental issues of the crisis 
still unresolved, a withdrawal was likely to result in a recrudescence 
of an all-out crisis, for which the Lebanese Front, for instance, was 
not ready. 


The Palestine Liberation Organization 

The Lebanese civil war had a paradoxical effect on the PLO and on 
its standing in Lebanon. In the war's immediate aftermath, its con¬ 
sequences from the PLO's vantage point appeared negative. For the 
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second time within six years, Palestinians clashed with an Arab 
state and were defeated politically and militarily. Syria stopped 
short of consummating her victory but continued trying to subdue 
and harness the PLO in more subtle ways during the final months of 
1976 and early 1977. The organization's only autonomous territorial 
base and only direct access to Israel's borders were in danger of 
being lost. 

But a few months later, the situation began to change. The open¬ 
ing of the Israeli-Egyptian peace process led Syria and the Palestin¬ 
ians to mend fences. Tension and conflict between them remained, 
but the PLO's virtual freedom of operation in Lebanon was re¬ 
stored. This enabled the PLO to take full advantage of the disin¬ 
tegration of the Lebanese state to expand and develop the territory 
of Palestinian autonomy. In the early 1970s, it had practically expro¬ 
priated the refugee camps and Lebanon's southeastern corner 
(Fatahland). By the end of the decade, the organization was the 
actual government in a continuous area stretching from West Beirut 
to the Litani River. The paraphernalia of government and statehood 
offended the Lebanese, who referred to it angrily as al-watan al- 
badil (the alternative homeland). It was limited to the western sector 
of Lebanon's southern half. In the eastern sector, PLO units were 
under Syrian control, and in the central sector they were kept at 
arm's length by the Druze population, a tenacious defender of its 
own territory and autonomy. Most of the area south of the Litani 
was held by the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), 
which was dispatched to the south in 1978, and Major Haddad's 
militias. 

A number of social and political processes were generated by the 
establishment of PLO dominion over a sizable territory and a sizable 
population. Among the Palestinian population of southern Leba¬ 
non the patterns established between 1948 and 1970 were disrupted 
by the changes of the early 1970s. During the 1950s and 1960s the 
Palestinians seem to have become an intermediate class between the 
traditional elite and the mostly Shi'i peasantry. But the influx of 
Palestinian refugees from the Jordanian civil war of 1970 created a 
new Palestinian elite, affluent and armed. As the area became a 
battleground between the PLO and Israel, with the imposition of 
greater PLO control, the organization's authority over the Palestin¬ 
ian population became complete. 
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Built into this process was a conflict with the local Lebanese politi¬ 
cal forces in the south. The development of the PLO's political 
power and territorial base was part of the wave of change that in the 
late 1960s and early 1970s undermined the position of the traditional 
Lebanese leadership. Later, the development of the PLO's position 
proceeded at the expense of its local allies, the Lebanese opponents 
of the beleaguered or ousted traditional elite. The PLO's predomi¬ 
nance over most of its Lebanese partners in the revisionist coalition 
was felt still more acutely in southern Lebanon, where much of its 
physical presence and attention were concentrated. The most sig¬ 
nificant aspect of the antagonism between the Palestinians and their 
erstwhile allies there was their conflict with al-Amal, the organiza¬ 
tion that had displaced the Shi'i Zu'ama of the south. Thus the 
Palestinians were pitted against the single largest group in southern 
Lebanon, the Shi is—which also had an important representation in 
Beirut. 15 

For the PLO m the late 1970s and early 1980s, the autonomous 
territorial base stretching from West Beirut to the vicinity of the 
Lebanese Israeli border had a number of important functions. It 
provided the organization with a comparatively firm foundation for 
developing its power and standing as an actor in Palestinian, Arab, 
and Lebanese politics. The Palestinian leadership was aware, on the 
basis of experience, of the difference between an organization de¬ 
pending on the support and good will of one or several Arab coun¬ 
tries and one that enjoyed many of the advantages inherent in vir¬ 
tual statehood without some of the limitations that normally 
entailed. 

At its northern edge, in Beirut, the PLO's territorial base put it on 
the scene in an important center of regional and international poli¬ 
tics and communications. Its presence in Lebanon's political center 
was, and was perceived as, essential for maintaining its influence on 
Lebanese politics. At the other end, proximity to Israel's northern 
border was vital for a continuation of the "armed struggle" against 
Israel. Having formally renounced terrorist activities in 1974, the 
PLO came to depend almost exclusively on operations launched 
through Lebanon to preserve its character as a fighting movement. 

But its leadership was also aware of the price exacted by the 
creation and maintenance of a large territorial base. Conflict with 
former allies was but one aspect of the transformation undergone by 
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a movement which came to exercise power over population and 
territory. Other repercussions affected the PLO's posture vis-a-vis 
Israel which became increasingly a stance based on regular or semi¬ 
regular formations deployed in southern Lebanon. The organiza¬ 
tion's doctrine was developed to accommodate the new reality Isra¬ 
el remained the target but a large-scale conflict in southern Lebanon 
was depicted as an interim phase. In the summer of 1981 such a 
clash appeared inevitable and imminent. The PLO's preparations 
for it are described in chapter 5. 16 

Israeli Policies 

The outbreak and evolution of the Lebanese civil war ended the 
third phase of Israel's relationship with the Lebanese state. 

During the first few years of Israeli independence, Israel's outlook 
on Lebanon was still influenced by the close relationship between 
Palestine's Jewish community and several Maronite religious and 
political leaders of the 1930s and 1940s. Such Maronite leaders as the 
Patriarch Antun Arida, archbishops Ignatius Mubarak and Ab¬ 
dallah al-Khuri, and President Emile Edde, seeing a community of 
ate between Maromtes and Jews against the pressure of Islam and 
Pan-Arab nationalism, supported the establishment of a Jewish 
state m Palestine. 17 The political department of the Jewish Agency 
cultivated relations with non-Maronite politicians as well, but its 
most significant achievements were among Maronites. This suited 
and reinforced a concept dominant among Zionist—and subse¬ 
quently Israeli leaders, of an alliance of minorities, a belief that the 
Yishuv (the Jewish community in mandatory Palestine) and, later 
on, Israel could break out of isolation by joining forces with other 
foes and victims of Pan-Arab nationalism. 1 * In 1946, the relationship 
with the Maronite community in Lebanon was formalized by an 
agreement between the Jewish Agency and the Maronite church, 
but the agreement's limited value was reflected in the latter's insis¬ 
tence that the treaty be kept secret, and the ensuing controversy 
etween Patriarch Arida and his emissary, Tawfiq Awwad, who 
both sought to disassociate themselves from it. 19 Indeed, when the 
other Arab states decided to participate in the first Arab-Israeli war, 
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the Lebanese government bowed to domestic and external pressure 

the Gamee.^ " ^ ^ LebaM8e ^ faCt well in 

David Ben-Gurion's 1948-49 diaries and the recently opened files 
of the Israeli Foreign Ministry shed light on the extent of Israel's 
relationship with various Lebanese politicians in the late 1940s as 
well as on Israeli contacts with a Phalangist emissary in the war's 
immediate aftermath. The Israelis were not averse to a Phalangist 
(or another variety of "Christian'') takeover in Lebanon; they were 
however, dubious as to its prospects. As late as 1954-55, Israeli 
eaders like Ben-Gurion and Moshe Dayan believed that Israel could 
take advantage of separatist Maronite sentiments (which had be¬ 
come marginal in the 1940s), to bring about a pro-Israeli change in 
Lebanon Other Israelis, most notably Moshe Sharett, understood 
tha most Maronites had accepted the post-1943 pluralistic Lebanese 

fact 2^ and that ISraCl ' t0 °' ° Ught t0 acce P t * as an established 

This, indeed, was done for the next twenty years, during which 
Israel s relations with Lebanon were a marginal aspect of its Middle 
astern policies. Lebanon was perceived as Israel's one harmless 
rab neighbor, a state that since 1949 had not taken part in Arab- 
Israeli wars and would perhaps improve relations and even make 
peace if it were up to the Christians. But the Maronite community's 
standing was being eroded and Israel, as a supporter of the status 
quo, could only offer discreet aid to its friends. 

It became increasingly difficult, however, for Israel to tread softly 
m a country that after 1970 was the PLO's principal base. Israel was 
fact in a harsh dilemma. In establishing itself in Lebanon and in 
expan ing its autonomy and activity, the PLO took advantage of the 
Lebanese state's weakness and contributed to its disintegration 
Israel, by staging preemptive and punitive raids, reduced PLO pres¬ 
sure on its own border but played into the hands of those who 
sought to weaken the Lebanese state further and transform it into an 
entity far less acceptable to Israel. 

nplTi t 'TTi mn !, er ° f 19 p ~ ?6 such a transformation appeared immi- 
ent The collapse of the Lebanese state and political system, the 
ascendancy of the PLO and its Lebanese allies, and the specter of 
^rian intervention persuaded the Israeli government that the sta- 
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tus quo in Lebanon could be preserved no longer. It considered 
three possible policy lines. First, Israel could decide to intervene in 
the crisis and was in fact invited to do so by the Maronite leaders 
with whom it was now dealing directly. But Prime Minister Rabin 
declined. His regional policy was focused on Egypt and predicated 
on Israel's coordination with the United States. In September 1975, 
the interim agreement on the Sinai was signed, and in January 1976, 
Rabin returned from Washington with an agreement in principle on 
the next stage of the Israeli-Egyptian settlement process. He be¬ 
lieved that a massive Israeli intervention on behalf of the status-quo 
militias was bound to lead to war with Syria and disrupt the fragile 
peace process. Rabin s attitude toward the status-quo militias was 
skeptical. He was willing to help them but not to commit Israeli 
troops to fight on their behalf. 

Second, if Israel did not intervene and the traditional Lebanese 
entity was doomed, then a Syrian takeover was preferable to domi¬ 
nation by the PLO and its allies. Syria's standing in the region and 
vis-a-vis Israel would be enhanced, but Israeli deterrence of Syria 
would then have to include not only the Golan front, but Lebanon as 
well. The third policy line was an intermediate one, accepting Syr¬ 
ian intervention but with limitations (the red line) arranged through 
the United States. Syria would not dispatch forces south of the 
Litani River, would not use its air force, and would not deploy 
ground-to-air missiles on Lebanon's territory. Israel would continue 
its relationship with the status-quo militias. This is the policy Israel 
adopted. 22 

The ground for a radical change in Israel's policy toward Lebanon 
was prepared by the 1977 Israeli elections and the rise to power of 
Menachem Begin and the Likud bloc. Begin's foreign policy was 
bolder and more activist than Rabin's; he reduced the level of coor¬ 
dination with the Carter administration, and he sympathized with 
Lebanon's Christian communities. They fitted into his world view, 
which emphasized the similar course of their history with that of the 
Jewish people and assigned Israel a role as protector of Western and 
Christian interests more enthusiastic and committed than the Chris¬ 
tian and Western powers themselves. But these factors did not come 
into play immediately. During Begin's first two years in power his 
regional policy, like Rabin's, was predicated on Egypt and governed 
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!n 1977 a nd 1978, Israel's preoccupation with the Palestinians in 
southern Lebanon overshadowed interest in the Lebanese crisis as a 
whole. Syria s relations with the PLO gradually improved, easing 
^operations in southern Lebanon. Israel built an elaborate de 

Of I Stali ; Leb r se tad »' «■» encfavt 

ot Major Sa d Haddad s militias, and struck Palestinian targets in 

Lebanon. It was a generally effective strategy, but the occSona" 

Itt 27 e TT n ° f tHe defenSiVe SyStem W3S Carnatic, even 
mat c. In March 1978, a Palestinian squad originating in Leba 

non infiltrated Israel's naval patrols, landed nearte S Mgh 
way south of Haifa, took over a bus full of passengers, and was only 
stopped near Tel Aviv. The heavy casualties and iJ.ZS 
vu nerabihty persuaded the Israeli government to launch the mas¬ 
sive Litani operation later that month 

>™s based on the assumption that the problem of 
southern Lebanon could be solved, or at least neutralized by de 
s roymg the PLO's military strength south of the Litani without 

ZT: s '°r o, :v he Urser ubanese crisis - “--o n— 

casualties and much destruction and failed to solve the problem But 
did have several important consequences: Haddad's territory be- 
Came a , C ° n ! mUOUS stri P alon 8 *e Israeli border; a large Shi'i element 

ionid a'nd Sr -Tr and *° ,he "" th ' 
trolled, and UNIFIL was introduced to the region 

rest t ed , , h h°e U , 8h ‘Tv C ° nd “ C ' ed a " °< , “ a,i °" of such magnitude, it 
sisted the temptation to become involved in the conflict that de- 

veloped in r 97 8 between Syria and the Lebanese FronHn 

IsraelUir forcen lhe Fr ° n ' W " h SrmS and military trainil >g. and the 
sraeli air force flew warning missions above Beirut, but the Begin 

government was determined not to be drawn into war with Syria 
over Lebanon's future. Y 

Only late in 1980 did a change in that policy become detectable 
Israel s new attitude to the Lebanese crisis manifested itsdfTn a 

of the Leb ^ W p Jumayyi1 ' now the unquestioned leader 

and in its “ Israel s § reater commitment to the Front, 

non When h matl ° n 1° ^ fr ° m Leba ‘ 

non. When and precisely how the change occurred is difficult to 
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determine, but it is clear that many of the reservations about Israel s 
relationship with the Lebanese Front that had been held by the 
Rabin government, and by the Begin government itself during its 
first two years in power, disappeared during its third year. 

Several developments combined to bring about the new direction 
and set Begin on a policy course in Lebanon that suited his own 
predilections. Both Moshe Dayan and Ezer Weizman, the foreign 
and defense ministers who as a rule had exerted a moderating influ¬ 
ence, resigned from Begin's first cabinet. Begin became his own 
defense minister and the chief of staff, General Rafael Eytan, an 
advocate of a forceful Israeli policy in Lebanon, gained influence in 
the formulation and conduct of Israel's national security po lcies. 
number of regional developments had a similar impact. 

By the end of 1979, Israel's regional and foreign policies were no 
longer governed, as they had been in the previous two years, by the 
negotiations with Egypt and the transformation of the settlement 
process into a peace process. The new relationship with Egypt had 
followed its course, and its limitations had become fully apparent; 
other aspects of Israel's regional policy now took on greater promi¬ 
nence. The weakening of Asad's regime in Syria and its apparent 
difficulties in maintaining Syria's position in Lebanon, plus the 
set of attitudes displayed by the Reagan administration, induced the 
Israeli government to believe that the time might have come to seek 
Syria's eviction from Lebanon. 

But perhaps most important were the development of Bashir 
Jumayyil's personality and leadership, the build-up of his party s 
and militia's power, and the dynamics of the relationship between 
him and his Israeli allies. By 1980, Bashir Jumayyil had developed, at 
least in some Israeli eyes, from the charming and volatile younger 
son of a veteran political leader into the mature head of the single 
most powerful political and military force in Lebanon, a real ally of 
Israel, and a man with the capacity to change the paradigms of both 
the Lebanese crisis and the Lebanese polity. 

The Crisis, 1977-82 

The evolution of the Lebanese crisis from the end of the civil war 
to the war of June 1982 can be conveniently divided into seven 
phases: 
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From Riyad to Shtura, October 1976 to ]uly 1977 

In this transitional period, patterns were fixed that characterized 
the Lebanese crisis until its transformation in 1982. Syria invested 
considerable efforts consolidating its position. Its relations with the 
Maronite leaders were no longer intimate, but they were still good. 
Junblatt's assassination blunted the left's opposition to Syria and 
facilitated its subordination to Syrian authority. Elyas Sarkis began 
his term as president in September, and in December, Salim al- 
Huss, his confidant and economic adviser, formed a "technocrats'" 
cabinet. Syrian influence and aims were apparent in the first mea¬ 
sure taken by the Huss cabinet, the censorship of the Lebanese 
press. As a result, several leading publishers and journalists (along 
with anti-Syrian politicians) moved to Europe, where, in a freer 
atmosphere, they published their magazines and newspapers for 
the large Arab communities which had formed there after 1973. One 
publisher, Salim al-Lawzi of Al-Hawadith, made the mistake of re¬ 
turning to Lebanon where he was kidnaped, killed, and mutilated, 
apparently by Syria's emissaries. 23 

Less sinister was Syria's success, in cooperation with the 
Sarkis-Huss administration, in restoring a measure of public order 
in Lebanon and launching a process of rebuilding and economic 
rehabilitation. They were not so successful, however, in devising a 
formula for national reconciliation and in disarming the militias of 
the Lebanese Front and of the PLO and its Lebanese allies. The 
Lebanese Front refused to disarm as long as the PLO remained an 
armed presence in Lebanon. A compromise formula applying the 
principles of the Cairo Agreement was finally arrived at. But all 
attempts to implement it failed, and the various militias retained 
their weapons and their high political profiles. 

During the same months, southern Lebanon, which had enjoyed 
the benefits of benign neglect when the civil war was being fought in 
the center and the north, became again a focus of tension, not only 
because of renewed Palestinian-Israeli conflict, but also because the 
PLO's drift southward and conflicts between Lebanese factions re¬ 
versed the earlier trend. The level of violence in the south escalated 
while the center and the north passed through a period of relative 
calm. Israel's policy of giving humanitarian aid to the civilian popu¬ 
lation on the one hand and building up Major Haddad's militia on 
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the other, which began spontaneously, hardened into a coherent 
strategy. 

Syria, except for one attempt to dispatch its forces to the town of 
Nabatiyya, respected the terms of the indirect understanding with 
Israel and stayed north of the Litani. The regime was perturbed by 
Israel's presence in southern Lebanon but sought to contest it by 
proxy —through the PLO and its Lebanese allies. 24 


Syria and the Lebanese Front , September 1977 to October 1978 

Politically, the next phase of the Lebanese crisis was governed by 
the second renversement des alliances —Syria's rapprochement with 
the PLO and the Lebanese left and its estrangement from the domi¬ 
nant groups in the Lebanese Front. As has already been noted, Syria 
tried to distance itself from the embarrassment of its alliance with 
the conservative and essentially Maronite militias and from Novem- 
ber 1977 drew closer to the PLO. 

For their part, the Phalanges and the National Liberals changed 
their attitude toward Syria. As the civil war became more remote, 
Syria appeared less as their savior and more as a foreign occupier. 
Junblatt's disappearance from the scene and Syria's renewed coop¬ 
eration with the Palestinians strengthened that perception. Some of 
the Front's leaders, Camille Chamoun in particular, felt that a show¬ 
down with Syria was inevitable. Syria, they argued, was deter¬ 
mined to stay in Lebanon and to dominate it, and if the Front were to 
resist it, it should do so soon, before Syria's presence eroded the 
Front's position. From this point of view, a closer alliance with Israel 
was desirable and efforts to draw the new Israeli government nearer 
and to elicit an even greater commitment followed naturally. Faran- 
jiyya's estrangement from the Lebanese Front and his former part¬ 
ners was closely related to the deterioration in their relations with 
Syria. The Faranjiyya family's alliance with Syria made the Pha¬ 
langes more determined to destroy the family's power. The brutal 
fashion in which they pursued this aim—the killing of Tony Faran¬ 
jiyya and his immediate family, in particular turned the rivalry 
into a vendetta and increased Faranjiyya's dependence on Syria. 

Syrian troops in Lebanon first clashed with the National Liberals 
in February 1978. The fighting took place in the Fayadiyya barracks 
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in Beirut and was occasioned by a conflict over appointments in the 
Lebanese army. It was renewed in April and again in June and July 
and continued in some fashion until October, when international 
political pressure and Israeli threats brought it to an end. Most of the 
fighting took place in Beirut, but Syrian forces also fought in Mount 
Lebanon, where they succeeded in eroding the boundaries of the 
Front's territorial base. 25 

The course of this conflict revealed that a large portion of the 
Lebanese army's officer corps supported the Lebanese Front and 
that President Sarkis was distancing himself from Syria and draw¬ 
ing closer to the Front. Caught in the cross-pressures and seeking to 
improve his position, Sarkis tendered his resignation in July, know¬ 
ing full well that he was irreplaceable and therefore indispensable. 
These developments turned Prime Minister Huss into Syria's main 
ally and prop in the Lebanese government. The decline of Syria's 
standing in Lebanon was somewhat redressed by a renewal of the 
Arab world's mandate when the Bayt al-Din conference reaffirmed 
the principles laid down at the Cairo and Riyad conferences. 

The other important development during this phase was Israel's 
Litani operation, which introduced new patterns in southern Leba¬ 
non, but failed to transform the situation. Southern Lebanon re¬ 
mained the object of rival bids for control and the scene and victim of 
the Palestinian-Israeli violence. It was significant that Syria did not 
intervene on behalf of its Palestinian and Lebanese allies, despite 
the proximity of Syrian troops and the scope and duration of the 
operation. This failure was indeed criticized by rivals of the Ba'thi 
regime, but it was determined not to be drawn into war with Israel 
when the latter had a decisive military advantage. In the terminol¬ 
ogy of the Ba'thi regime, Egypt's decision to negotiate directly with 
Israel created a "strategic gap," which left Syria in a position of 
weakness vis-a-vis Israel. Cooperation among Arab states, a mili¬ 
tary buildup, and Soviet support would enable Syria and the eastern 
front states to stand up to Israel; but as long as these were not yet 
realities, an extensive Syrian-Israeli conflict should be avoided. 26 


“Free Lebanon," Summer 1978 to April 1979 

In 1977, when "the problem of southern Lebanon, as shaped by 
the outcome of the civil war, became apparent, it was suggested that 
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it could best be solved by placing Lebanese army units m that part of 
the country. It was a scheme fully congruent with efforts to rebuild 
the authority and institutions of the Lebanese state and to extend its 
de facto sovereignty over the entire territory of Lebanon. Syria, its 
allies in the Lebanese government, and the United States were the 

chief advocates of this approach. 

Israel and Sa'd Haddad objected to the scheme. They argued that 
the Lebanese army was too weak to police an area that, in the late 
1960s and early 1970s, a stronger Lebanese army had failed to main¬ 
tain, and that in any case the units designated for the south were not 
proper Lebanese units but rather formations under Syrian contro . 
Ironically, their opposition was augmented by that of the PLO and 
the Lebanese left, wary of central government and Syrian authority 
in their area. Their formal argument was that the Lebanese army 
was "confessional." They wanted to see a "balanced" Lebanese 
army and to have it positioned in the area under Haddad s control 
before they would agree to admit it to their domain. In the summer 
of 1978, with American pressure, a Lebanese army battalion was 
sent to southern Lebanon. But continued opposition and the Leba¬ 
nese army's own weakness aborted the effort. The Lebanese bat¬ 
talion reached the village of Kaukaba and then dispersed. 

In April 1979, yet another Lebanese battalion was dispatched to 
the central sector of southern Lebanon. This time. Major Haddad 
responded sharply and announced the formation of "Free Leba¬ 
non" in the small territory under his control. His extraordinary 
reaction was also induced by the central government's earlier effort 
to delegitimize his position. Until early 1979, despite his close coop¬ 
eration with Israel, Haddad had retained his military rank and posi¬ 
tion, apparently because the government had seen that as a way of 
asserting its authority in the disputed area. In February, however, 
Haddad was stripped of his rank and his Lebanese army salary 
stopped. The episode had no practical consequences, but it added a 
theatrical element to the sad story of southern Lebanon. It also 
highlighted the problems Israel had in controlling its Lebanese pro¬ 
tege—as the leaders of a small state experienced in the subtleties of 
patron-client relations (from the other side), the Israeli authorities 
could appreciate the difficulties of controlling the actions of a seem¬ 
ingly fully dependent client. 27 
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A New Syrian Posture, October igy8 to July 1980 

Syria's pressure on the Lebanese Front, which had been inter¬ 
rupted in October 1978 largely owing to external intervention, was 
lifted a few months later because of the Ba'thi regime's domestic 
weakness. The crisis, which had become apparent in 1977, reached 
its peak between the summer of 1979 (the massacre of the Alawi 
artillery cadets) and the summer of 1980 (the attempt on Asad's life 
and the execution of over four hundred Muslim Brothers at the 
Palmyra prison). The other protagonists in the struggle over Leba¬ 
non's future were fully aware of the extent to which the regime's 
weakness and preoccupation with other matters limited its ability to 
pursue its objectives in Lebanon. 

The most significant early symptom of the change in Syria's posi¬ 
tion appeared in the autumn of 1979 when, on the eve of the Tunis 
Arab summit conference. President Sarkis indicated that he 
intended to raise the issues of southern Lebanon and Palestinian 
activity in Lebanon at the meetings. His plan was thwarted, but 
Syria was displeased not only with the policy itself, which re¬ 
sembled that of the Lebanese Front, but also with the show of 
independence. 

In January 1980, Syria announced first the withdrawal and then 
the redeployment of its troops in Lebanon. Politically the reactions 
to the announcement improved Syria's standing in the Lebanese 
crisis but not to a degree that could significantly offset its decline in 
power. Syria recalled some of its units from Beirut and the coastal 
areas and handed over their positions to the PLO, but kept some 
troops in Beirut and along the Beirut-Damascus road, and concen¬ 
trated the bulk of its forces in the Beqa valley in the east. 

This new deployment was a statement of priorities. However 
weakened, the Ba'thi regime was determined to uphold its influence 
in Beirut, the political center, and to preserve a strong defensive 
position in the Beqa valley. The Beqa, which Syria had administered 
directly since 1976, was not only contested but was strategically 
crucial. If Israel ever sought to outflank Syria's main defense line, it 
could do so either through northern Jordan or through the Beqa 
valley. The latter option was the more likely, and a strong Syrian 
defensive line there seemed vital to Syria's military and political 
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planners. Later, if and when the tide changed, this base could be 
used for an offensive rather than a defensive Syrian deployment. 

Yet another manifestation of the new circumstances in Lebanon 
was the renewal, in the spring of 1980, of Syria's dialogue with the 
Lebanese Front, the Phalange in particular. Syria once again sought 
a reconciliation that would facilitate its own goals. Phalangist lead¬ 
ers, aware of Syria's weak bargaining position, tried to extract con¬ 
cessions that Syria had refused to make in the past. The Syrian 
regime refused to make such concessions even in its hour of weak¬ 
ness, and the attempted dialogue collapsed in the summer of 1980. 


The Phalangist Challenge, Summer 1980 to Spring 1981 

In the summer of 1980, the Phalanges completed the campaign 
begun two years earlier to take control of the Lebanese Front. On 
July 7, they destroyed the military power of the National Liberals' 
militia. Despite the bloodshed, most of the Chamounists accepted 
the new reality, continued to cooperate with the Phalanges, and 
accepted Bashir Jumayyil's supreme authority. Initially, Chamoun 
tried to save face by transferring his military strongholds in Ayn al- 
Rumani to the Lebanese army and not to the Phalange. But 
Jumayyil's determination to impose his authority—he was ready to 
fight the Lebanese army if necessary—persuaded both Chamoun 
and the army's command to accept his position. The Phalangist 
drive was more than the pursuit of power and domination; it was 
rooted in a concept in which the unification of the Maronite and 
Christian communities' resources was a crucial interim strategic 
goal in the struggle over Lebanon's future. There was no need to 
make, indeed no point in making, a decision on the Front's ultimate 
aims in that struggle. If a unified Lebanon could be maintained, 
which would preserve the ethos and power structure of the tradi¬ 
tional Lebanese entity, then the Front should strive for it. If that 
were not to be the case, the “smaller Lebanon" strategy should be 
resorted to, whether in the form of partition or cantonization. In 
either case, the independent power base of the Front should be 
enlarged and reinforced. 

The Lebanese Front's official line was articulated in a document 
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published in December 1980 under the title The Lebanon We Want to 
Build. Essentially, the manifesto addressed the cardinal question 
asked by the Maronite community since the outbreak of the civil 
war. how to reconcile the desire to maintain a predominantly Chris¬ 
tian entity with the demographic realities of Lebanon, given the 
opposition of a powerful domestic and external coalition to both the 
perpetuation of the traditional Lebanese system, and to the creation 
of a "smaller Lebanon." 

The Front argued that the formula of the 1943 National Pact no 
longer applied. It demanded on behalf of all Lebanese Christians 
that they should have a special position in Lebanon (regardless of 
population figures). Lebanon's Christians had played a special role 
in shaping its history and in any case needed the protection of their 
own entity. Curiously, the English-language version of the docu¬ 
ment described the Middle East, of which Lebanon was an integral 
part, as a pluralistic region composed of other non-Arab states such 
as Turkey, Israel, and Iran. The Arabic version, however, omitted 
this reference to Israel, another indication of the Front's ambivalent 
relationship with that country. 

At the same time, the development of the infrastructure for an 
embryonic Christian state in the mountains and coastal area north of 
Beirut proceeded vigorously. It comprised a small army (trained and 
supplied mainly by Israel), governmental and administrative appa¬ 
ratus, and an intellectual center at Kaslik, the University of the Holy 
Spirit. Christian autonomy offered security, economic prosperity, 
and a new style of government—immediate and demanding, quite 
different from the customary weak Lebanese state. (Service in the 
Maronite militias, once a matter of choice or social pressure, became 
mandatory for students in 1981. ) 28 

The growing power and confidence of the Lebanese Front, the 
continued weakness of the Syrian Ba'thi regime, and greater Israeli 
support induced the Front's leadership to take a bold step at the end 
of 1980 and extend its military and political presence to Zahle. The 
move to Zahle and the effort to link it to the Maronite heartland by a 
direct road beyond Syria's control were interpreted by Syria as an 
attempt to change the status quo and to undermine Syria's position 
in the part of Lebanon most vital to its interests. Syrian spokesmen 
suggested that the Front's initiative had been coordinated with Isra- 
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el and was part of a scheme to enable the two allies to join forces 
after an Israeli thrust toward Zahle from southern Lebanon. This 
interpretation has not been confirmed, but the possibility of Israeli 
troops or their Lebanese allies in the Beqa valley was most unset¬ 
tling for Syria's leaders. 29 

During the winter of 1980-81, Syria and the Front were in subtle 
conflict over Zahle and the road from Zahle to Mount Lebanon. 
They each sought to capture Mount Sanin, at the eastern edge of 
Mount Lebanon, a position dominating Zahle on one side and af¬ 
fording access toward Jounieh on the other. But in March 1981, the 
conflict assumed entirely different and ominous dimensions. A 
Phalangist unit, trying to take control of a strategically located 
bridge in Zahle, trapped a Syrian unit and inflicted heavy casualties. 
Syria responded with massive, sustained shelling of the Phalangist 
militia as well as Zahle's civilian population. The severity and feroc¬ 
ity of the Syrian response was undoubtedly a reflection of the grav¬ 
ity of the challenge as perceived in Damascus: apparently not only 
Zahle and eastern Lebanon but Syria's position and investment 
throughout Lebanon were at stake. The various protagonists in 
Lebanon were already positioning themselves for the 1982 presi¬ 
dential elections, and an extension of the Lebanese Front's area of 
influence could have far-reaching ramifications for its own and Syr¬ 
ia's position. 

Hafiz al-Asad is a man who calculates his moves carefully, and he 
must have known that his fierce counterattack in Zahle and his 
subsequent attack on the Lebanese Front's positions on the eastern 
slopes of Mount Lebanon were likely to bring an Israeli reaction. It 
seems he was ready for a confrontation with Israel, and possibly 
even relished it. For one thing by the spring of 1981, the Syrian Ba f thi 
regime felt that it had weathered the crisis of 1979—80. Armed with a 
new treaty with the Soviet Union and in command of a large and 
well-equipped army, Asad had displayed a renewed sense of confi¬ 
dence since the end of 1980. Syria was able to disrupt the Arab 
summit conference in Amman and to threaten war with Jordan. 
Phalangist and Israeli challenges, countenanced in time of weak¬ 
ness, were no longer to be tolerated. Furthermore, in March 1981 
Secretary of State Haig toured the Middle East on behalf of the new 
American administration. His mission was to bring Washington's 
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iverse friends together into some pattern of cooperation and for¬ 
mulate a U.S. policy for the next phase of the Arab-Israeli peace 
process. Syria was excluded from Secretary Haig's itinerary, and 
references to Syria in his statements were couched in negative 
terms. It suited Asad's purpose to demonstrate to the Reagan ad¬ 
ministration that it could not afford to snub Syria. 

Syria's actions, primarily helicopter landing of commando units 
on Mount Sanin, demonstrated how thin was the line separating 
success from failure and the offensive from the defensive through¬ 
out the Lebanese crisis. Syria was no longer the beleaguered de¬ 
fender of its most vital area of interests in Lebanon but rather was 
posing a threat to the heart of the Lebanese Front's territorial base 
The Israeli government, which had probably been aware of its ally's 
plans in Zahle, was suddenly presented with an odious choice. 
Should it intervene in a crisis initiated by the Front, one that might 
not be acceptable to the Israeli public? Syria's use of helicopters 
against the Phalanges was an infringement of the 1976 agreement. 
Could Israel ignore the infraction? And what could it do, short of 
ftghtmg the Syrian army, to enforce the rules established in 1976? 

The crisis and the debate it generated, three months before the 
crucial Israeli parliamentary elections in June 1981, served to un- 
cover many details about the Israeli alliance with the Lebanese Front 
and to turn a semiclandestine relationship into a matter for public 
scrutiny and discussion. The deputy minister of defense, Mor- 
dechai Tzipori, made no secret of his opposition to close cooperation 
with the Lebanese Front and alluded publicly to his fear that the 
Front was dragging Israel into an ever greater involvement in the 
Lebanese crisis. Moshe Dayan, the former foreign minister, crit¬ 
icized the whole drift of Israel's policy in Lebanon. Prime Minister 
egin, in its defense, made two significant revelations: that Israel 
had promised the Front that it would not allow the Syrian air force to 
operate against it and that Begin had dispatched an emissary to "the 

Christians" to tell them that Israel would not be drawn into war on 
their behalf. 30 

With regard to Syria, the Israeli government finally decided to 
escape its dilemma by ordering the Israeli air force to shoot down 
two Syrian helicopters carrying supplies to its newly established 
positions on Mount Sanin, signaling that neither the use of the air 
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force nor the advance toward Mount Lebanon would be tolerated. 
Implicit in the signal was the message that Israel was willing to 
accept Syrian hegemony in Zahle. In terms of the "rules of the 
game" for the Lebanese crisis, Israel was acknowledging that its 
allies (and indirectly Israel, too) had overplayed their hand in Zahle 
and was proposing a return to the status quo. 


The Missile Crisis, Spring 1981 

Syria, which had made technical preparations in advance, re¬ 
sponded to Israel s shooting down of its helicopters by introducing 
ground-to-air missiles to the Zahle area and by deploying additional 
long-range missiles in Syrian territory along the Lebanese border. 

These measures were taken partly in the context of the conflict 
over the Zahle area. Israel had aerial superiority, which Syria coun¬ 
tered with the weapon system proven effective in 1973. But some of 
Syria's new missiles, particularly those positioned on the Syrian 
side of the border, covered Lebanon's airspace well to the west and 
south of the Zahle area. Their positioning could be interpreted as a 
Syrian decision to take part in future conflicts between Israel and the 
Palestinians elsewhere in Lebanon. And in any case, while the use 
of helicopters in Mount Sanin could possibly be explained away, the 
introduction of ground-to-air missiles to Lebanon's territory was an 
unequivocal violation of the 1976 agreements. 

Once again the Israeli government faced a confounding array of 
contradictory considerations. The challenge and its implications 
were clear, and a response was called for. Israel had developed, in 
response to the lessons of 1973, the technology and the techniques 
to neutralize the Syrian missiles. But was it worthwhile to expose 
the new development in a crisis that fell far short of a real war? And 
as the elections drew closer, it was difficult to separate crisis man¬ 
agement from domestic politics. The United States did not relish the 
prospect of a Syrian-Israeli war, and from that point of view, if 
military action were to be taken, it had to be taken immediately. 

And indeed, as Prime Minister Begin later revealed, an Israeli 
military action was planned for April 30. (It was postponed owing to 
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weather conditions.) A few days later, the Reagan administration 
dispatched Philip Habib, a retired senior State Department official 
to mediate between Syria and Israel. Ambassador Habib's media¬ 
tion did not resolve the missile crisis, but it enabled the Begin gov¬ 
ernment to proceed through the June elections without resorting to 
military action and encouraged the Syrian Ba'thi regime to hope for a 
renewed dialogue with the United States under relatively favorable 
circumstances. Habib tried to negotiate, with Saudi Arabia's help a 
broader settlement for the Lebanese crisis. He failed, but his lone 
mission provided him with the experience and personal knowledge 
that made him so effective a year later. 

The missile crisis also provided the first test for the October 1980 
Soviet-Synan treaty. The treaty undoubtedly emboldened Syria 
and the Soviet Union might have been interested in a controlled 
crisis that would obstruct the Reagan administration's initiatives 
against Soviet policies in the Middle East. But the escalation of the 
situation brought Moscow's dilemma to the surface: it did not wish 
to be pulled by Syria to the brink of a crisis and potential embarrass¬ 
ment. It chose to act ambiguously: while the helicopter carrier 
Moscow was brought closer to the Lebanese coast, the Soviet ambas¬ 
sador to Beirut stated that the Soviet-Syrian treaty did not neces¬ 
sarily apply to Lebanon. This was taken to mean that the Soviet 
Union would not respond to a Syrian defeat in Lebanon but was 
likely to intervene if Syria itself, and certainly Damascus, were 
threatened. As tension slackened and Syrian-Israeli fighting 
seemed less likely, statements by Soviet spokesmen became bolder 
Egypt under Sadat was far less ambiguous. Various Egyptian 
spokesmen criticized Israeli policy in Lebanon and took exception to 
the isolationist trends of the Lebanese Front; but they also de¬ 
manded the withdrawal of Syrian forces from Lebanon. Further¬ 
more, at the height of the crisis, Sadat visited Begin in Israel, which 
on the eve of the June elections was an unmistakable sign of sup¬ 
port. Sadat's actions were governed by one consideration: nothing 
was to interfere with Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai by April 23 
1982. Once Egypt had the whole of the Sinai, a new strategic equa¬ 
tion would come into being, and such regional problems as the 
Lebanese crisis could be confronted from a different vantage point. 
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Israeli-Palestinian Fighting, July 1981 

While the Syrian-Israeli missile crisis remained unresolved, an¬ 
other related crisis erupted in July. Israel's defense establishment 
was worried by the buildup of the PLO's military infrastructure in 
southern Lebanon, which they feared could enable the Palestinians 
to launch a war of attrition along the Lebanese-Israeli border. The 
'umbrella” provided by the Syrian missiles reinforced these fears. 
In July, the Israeli cabinet authorized the Israeli army to try to de¬ 
stroy that military infrastructure, particularly the artillery, from the 
air. 

Eventually, the Israeli operation brought about the very thing that 
had motivated it: The PLO shelled northern Galilee, inflicted heavy 
damage, and kept the population in air-raid shelters for days. Isra¬ 
el s artillery and air force were incapable of stopping it. The Israeli 
cabinet authorized an extensive air raid on Palestinian headquarters 
in Beirut, which resulted in massive loss of life and damage to 
neighboring areas. The Reagan administration then intervened 
and with the help of Ambassador Habib and Saudi Arabia, arranged 
for a cease-fire. 

The July crisis was an important event in the transition from the 
earlier phases of the Lebanese crisis to the war of 1982. It demon¬ 
strated the PLO's capacity to paralyze the northern part of Israel at 
will from its territorial base in southern Lebanon. The July cease-fire 
did not solve, or even alleviate the problem; it merely froze it. All 
parties to the crisis realized that when a Palestinian-Israeli conflict 
reerupted along the Lebanese-Israeli border it would not be limited. 
The PLO was capable of shelling northern Israel, and the Israeli 
government was determined to put an end to its capacity to do so. 

By suspending the issue, the cease-fire served also to place it in 
the context of the broader political developments that shaped the 
course of the Arab-Israeli conflict during the following year, a year 
during which the nature and scope of the war which broke out in 
Lebanon in June 1982 were determined. 
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War, June-September 1982 


The fifth Arab-Israeli war, which began on June 6,1982 departed 
radically from the patterns of the previous thirty-four years of con- 
flict. The war was fought in Lebanon, to some extent for Lebanon 
but primarily by Israel and the PLO and to a lesser extent by Syria. It 
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(2) The name of the operation is Peace for Galilee. 

(3) During the operation the Syrian army will not be attacked unless 
it attacks our forces. 

(4) Israel continues to aspire to the signing of a peace treaty with 
independent Lebanon, its territorial integrity preserved. 1 

\ Various government spokesmen argued on June 6 and in the 
following few days that "Israel's sole purpose is to destroy the 
PLO's infrastructure in southern Lebanon." 2 But as the cabinet's 
original statement implied, operation Peace for Galilee had far more 
ambitious goals. Defense Minister Sharon and other spokesmen 
became increasingly explicit during the summer of 1982 about the 
purposes of the Israeli operation. 3 Over the next few months, the 
growing controversy in Israel and within the cabinet resulted in a 
deluge of revelations concerning the war's goals. These goals can be 
summed up under four headings: (a) destroying the PLO military 
infrastructure in southern Lebanon and the creating of a security 
zone of some forty kilometers, the effective range of the PLO's 
artillery and rocket launchers; ( b) destroying the PLO's position in 
the rest of Lebanon, particularly in Beirut, to eliminate its hold on 
the Lebanese political system and to diminish its role in the Arab- 
Israeli conflict; (c) defeating the Syrian army in Lebanon to effect its 
full or partial withdrawal from that country and to preempt the 
possibility of a Syrian-Israeli war; (d) thereby facilitating the recon¬ 
struction of the Lebanese state and political system under the 
hegemony of Israel's allies—Bashir Jumayyil and the Lebanese 
Front. 4 

The definition of the objectives and the planners' belief that they 
could be implemented resulted from several developments that in 
the second half of 1981 and in the early months of 1982 affected the 
Lebanese crisis, the Arab-Israeli conflict, and the Israeli political 
system. 

The Syrian "missile crisis" of 1981 and the Palestinian-Israeli 
fighting in July of that year moved the Lebanese crisis to a new 
phase, in which the preservation of a delicately balanced status quo 
became untenable. For Israel the presence of the Syrian missiles in 
the Beqa valley was not only a violation of the 1976 "red line" 
agreement, but a serious threat and a step toward an increasingly 
offensive Syrian posture in Lebanon. But a more immediate chal¬ 
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lenge was the PLO military capability, demonstrated in the ex¬ 
changes in July 1981, when its artillery and rocket launchers sent the 
population of northern Galilee to (inadequate) shelters, and Israel's 
artillery and air force were unable to neutralize them. The cease-fire 
that Philip Habib negotiated at the end of July provided a relatively 
calm year along the Lebanese-Israeli border but not a fundamental 
solution. During the next ten months the actual scope of the cease¬ 
fire agreement was much debated. Israel argued that it applied to all 
anti-Israeli activities originating in Lebanon whether they occurred 
in Sa'd Haddad's territory, along the Jordanian-Israeli frontier, or in 
Western Europe; the PLO insisted that the agreement was limited to 
actions directed at Israel proper from across the Lebanese border. 

But this controversy served to disguise the issue—that the PLO 
had the capacity to create havoc in northern Israel at will and that 
the only way for Israel to eliminate that threat, given the nature of its 
relationship with the PLO, was through a large-scale operation on 
the ground. The Israeli leadership felt, furthermore, that the PLO 
was using the cease-fire and the cessation of Israel s preemptive 
raids to expand and improve its military position in southern Leba¬ 
non against the inevitable collapse of the cease-fire. 5 

Whether a large-scale ground operation could solve the problem 
was the subject of an unusually open debate in Israel during the 
spring of 1982. The minister of defense, Ariel Sharon, took no part in 
the public debate, however, leaving it to the chief of staff. General 
Eytan, to argue that there was a military solution to the problem of 
the PLO in southern Lebanon. 6 Two of the Labor party's chief 
spokesmen on national security affairs, Yitzhak Rabin and Mor- 
dechai Gur (both former chiefs of staff), argued that a large-scale 
operation could not solve the problem and that it was better to keep 
the cease-fire, unsatisfactory as it might be. 7 Two debates were in 
fact conducted simultaneously though they were not clearly dis¬ 
tinguished. The Labor opposition was primarily opposed to a large- 
scale operation; it was not as strongly opposed to a limited one, 
designed to create a "security zone" in southern Lebanon. The 
government's position was that a limited operation was meaning¬ 
less, another Litani; as long as the PLO remained entrenched in 
Beirut, any operation in southern Lebanon was bound to be merely 
a temporary remedy. 


123 






























The War for Lebanon 


In Lebanese politics the approaching end of President Sarkis's 
term of office (September 23,1982) and the need to elect a successor 
between May and September provided a sense of urgency. Three 
major candidates emerged: the Lebanese Front's (Bashir Jumayyil); 
Syria's (Suleiman Faranjiyya); Raymond Edde (who as an indepen¬ 
dent Lebanese nationalist, anti-Syrian and anti-Phalangist politician 
was in a category by himself). A fourth possibility was a compro¬ 
mise (either the extension of Sarkis's term or the nomination of a 
respectable neutral Maronite politician such as Jean Aziz). 

In early 1982, Bashir Jumayyil, Suleiman Faranjiyya, and Ray¬ 
mond Edde were building up support and alliances for their cam¬ 
paigns. The election of any one of them would represent a victory 
for a distinct policy orientation. Bashir Jumayyil had showed him¬ 
self to be the most explicit of the three when, on November 21,1981, 
in a forceful speech broadcast on the Phalange radio station, he 
presented a platform, a timetable, and a characterization of the 
desirable candidate. Jumayyil's move ended a brief period during 
which he had given Saudi Arabia an opportunity to pursue a politi¬ 
cal settlement of the Lebanese crisis. It will be recalled that in the 
aftermath of the missile crisis, he had formally severed his relation¬ 
ship with Israel, at once a reflection of his disappointment with 
Israel's position and an acceptance of Saudi Arabia's precondition. 
But by November the Saudi effort produced no results, and at the 
Arab summit in Fez, Saudi Arabia was defeated and humiliated by 
Syria. It became evident that other avenues had to be explored. 

It was at about that time that the idea of linking Bashir Jumayyil's 
quest for the presidency with a large-scale Israeli operation reaching 
as far as Beirut's international airport was born. The plan was appar¬ 
ently discussed during Sharon's visit to Beirut in January. 8 It was 
one of several options being considered by Jumayyil, and it had 
serious drawbacks: if an electoral victory were grafted onto an Israeli 
military campaign, the new president's legitimacy would be af¬ 
fected; and there was no certainty that Israel would launch an opera¬ 
tion or do so successfully. So Jumayyil and his followers explored 
other options, most notably an attempt in April and May to renew a 
dialogue with Syria. An understanding was not reached, but the 
propaganda warfare was toned down. 

Developments among the Lebanese Front's rivals gave additional 


124 


War, June-September 1982 


signs that a fundamental change in the paradigms of Lebanon's 
domestic politics was becoming more feasible. There was open ri¬ 
valry and actual fighting between the PLO and both ShiT militias in 
Beirut and southern Lebanon and the Nasserites in Sidon, unrest in 
West Beirut, and fighting between pro-Syrian and anti-Syrian 
groups in Tripoli. In response to the violence in Tripoli Walid 
Junblatt, the titular leader of the National Front, called for "a Leba¬ 
nese solution" to Lebanon's problems. These developments should 
not be blown out of proportion by telescoping the events of 1982 into 
a chain of causes and effects, but they did provide the essential 
background for the bold plans Israel's government made in the 
spring. 9 

Less notice was taken at the time of the change in Washington's 
outlook on the Lebanese crisis. The nominal continuation of Philip 
Habib's mediation mission created the impression that Secretary 
Haig's denunciations of Syria's role in Lebanon in the spring of 1981 
were a passing episode. But the Reagan administration had to con¬ 
tend with the ever-present danger of deterioration of the Lebanese 
crisis; in November 1981 it was also made aware of Israel's determin¬ 
ation to effect a radical change in the status quo in Lebanon. 10 In 
February 1982, the Israeli director of military intelligence. General 
Sagi, was dispatched to Washington with a similar message. On 
both occasions the United States acted to prevent an attack on Leba¬ 
non, arguing that Israel's charges of cease-fire violation were no 
justification for such action and that the anticipated repercussions 
were too dangerous. 11 The U.S. government's principal concern 
was that a war in Lebanon might jeopardize the completion of Isra¬ 
el's withdrawal from the Sinai and consequently the stability of 
Husni Mubarak's regime. 

By May the mood of the Reagan administration, as articulated by 
the secretary of state, had changed. The risks inherent in an Israeli 
operation seemed to be outweighed by the opportunities it might 
produce. The cease-fire was bound to collapse sometime, and Israel 
was then expected to launch a large-scale operation. It was prefera¬ 
ble to avert a war in Lebanon altogether, but if it was bound to 
happen, the opportunity should be seized for bringing about a com¬ 
prehensive solution to the Lebanese crisis, perhaps even for seeking 
a new breakthrough in the Arab-Israeli peace process. 














The War for Lebanon 

This was by no means the only perspective within the Reagan 
administration on a large-scale Israeli operation in Lebanon. Secre¬ 
tary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and Special Assistant to the 
National Security Council William Clark in particular advocated a 
different view: such an operation would generate anti-American 
feeling in the Arab world, endanger the stability of conservative 
pro-American regimes in the Persian Gulf and give the Soviet Union 
the opportunity to reestablish its influence in the region. And as for 
the Arab-Israeli settlement process, it would be obstructed by the 
opening of a new front in Lebanon. 

Yet this body of opinion was not taken sufficiently into account by 
Sharon and the Israeli cabinet when they evaluated the significance 
of Secretary Haig's meeting with the Israeli minister of defense in 
Washington in May; rather, the secretary's response was in¬ 
terpreted as a tacit endorsement of their intentions. The Israelis 
were impressed by the change in the secretary's position since April 
as well as by the fact that his support was more explicit than any of 
his predecessors' in comparable circumstances. 12 But they over¬ 
looked some of the nuances of his statements as well as the fact that 
Haig did not represent the whole gamut of administration opinion. 
The result was an ambiguous understanding, which undergirded 
the Israeli decision to launch a large-scale operation in Lebanon in 
June but which contributed to subsequent misunderstandings be¬ 
tween the Reagan administration and the Begin government. 

Haig's belief, in the spring of 1982, in a swift, thorough solution to 
the Lebanese crisis was also expressed in public, when he appeared 
before the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations on May 26, 1982. 
Such occasions are conducive to bland statements, but the secretary 
was unusually explicit: "Lebanon today is a focal point of danger 
. . . and the stability of the region hangs in the balance. . . . The 
Arab deterrent force, now consisting entirely of Syrian troops . . . 
has not stabilized the situation. . . . The time has come to take 
concerted action in support of both Lebanon's territorial integrity 
within its internationally recognized borders and a strong central 
government capable of promoting a free, open, democratic, and 
traditionally pluralistic society." 13 

Secretary Haig's remarks referred to the anticipated collapse of 
the cease-fire in southern Lebanon with which the United States, 
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Israel, and the Arabs were preoccupied in the final months of 1981 
and the first half of 1982. But ominous as the Palestinian-Israeli 
conflict in Lebanon had become, it was only one of several concerns 
endowing Israel s Middle East policy with the frenzied quality that 
characterized it that year. 

It was a policy formulated and conducted by the reelected Likud 
government, which operated in the atmosphere of incongruity pro¬ 
duced by the combination of an ideological commitment, a sense of 
power, and an equally acute sense of impending disaster. The elec¬ 
toral victory in June 1981 returned to power a different Likud gov¬ 
ernment. Menachem Begin's first government had been affected by 
inexperience and lack of confidence. Its four years in office might 
have proved no more than a passing episode in the history of a 
polity dominated by its political opponents. People alien to the 
Herut movement Moshe Dayan, Ezer Weizman, and others 
shaped by an earlier era—went against the grain of the Herut move¬ 
ment s policies and diluted its message. But the second electoral 
victory and the belief that it reflected the underlying currents of 
Israeli society instilled in Begin, his party, and his government a 
new sense of confidence and a determination to implement their 
ideas. This was particularly true of the commitment to Eretz Israel 
(the idea of the ancestral homeland), the determination to hold on to 
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, and to ensure that while these 
might not be annexed to Israel, they would not come under any 
other sovereignty, least of all that of a Palestinian state. 

The second dominant figure in the new government was the new 
minister of defense, Ariel Sharon. He had matured in the tradition 
represented by David Ben-Gurion, Moshe Dayan, and the defense 
establishment of the 1950s and 1960s, but he had been instrumental 
in the formation of the Likud bloc and, since 1977, in developing 
Jewish settlements and an infrastructure tied to Israel in the West 
Bank. Formerly a renowned general and field commander, he en¬ 
joyed an unusual authority in his determination to control the large 
apparatus composed of the IDF, the defense bureaucracy, and the 
defense industry. He had a comprehensive view of Israel's national 
security problems and needs, a fresh set of concepts and policies 
which he was determined to put into practice, and the capacity to 
launch them simultaneously. Less than six months after becoming 
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minister of defense, Sharon had come to dominate, nearly to mo¬ 
nopolize, Israel's defense (and, to a large extent, its foreign) policy. 
He had begun to reorganize the ministry of defense and the defense 
industries, to institute a new policy in the West Bank and Gaza 
Strip, to couch the Israeli-American relationship in terms of "a stra¬ 
tegic understanding," to deal with Israeli-Egyptian relations and 
the evacuation of the northern Sinai settlements, and to seek a 
diplomatic breakthrough in Africa. He formulated his comprehen¬ 
sive view of Israel's national security in a strategy position paper 
that was made public in December 1981. But it barely mentioned a 
subject to which he had devoted much thinking—the Lebanese 
crisis. 

The sense of power and confidence that was instilled in the new 
government by its electoral victory was bolstered by the unusual 
state of the Arab-Israeli military and political balance. Egypt was 
ostracized by the Arab states, and Sadat's policy toward Israel was 
governed by the expectation of receiving the rest of the Sinai by 
April 25, 1982, and a determination not to jeopardize that 
eventuality by a forceful response to Israeli actions, resented as they 
might be. With Iraq bogged down in the campaign against Iran and 
Syrian-Jordanian relations in a state of active hostility, the likelihood 
of an active eastern front seemed remote. Israel enjoyed a clear 
military superiority and could act with apparent impunity. A politi¬ 
cal price would have to be paid for settling the West Bank and for the 
destruction of the Iraqi nuclear reactor, but as long as the fundamen¬ 
tal support of the United States was guaranteed, such other reac¬ 
tions as international condemnation and increasing world support 
for the PLO appeared, or were depicted as, inconsequential. 

However, this sense of power should not be confused with com¬ 
placency or a sense of security. The same Israel that appeared so 
awesome to the Arabs and the rest of the world was genuinely 
troubled by dark visions of soon expected radical change in the 
Arab-Israeli balance of power. An incongruous blend of confidence 
and anxiety had become a familiar element in Israel's frame of mind 
and national security policies, but in 1981-82 the anxieties were 
particularly acute. 

For one thing it appeared then that the most important aspect of 
Begin s foreign policy, his strategy in the Israeli-Egyptian peace 
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process, was in danger of collapsing. Begin's interpretation of the 
Camp David accords was that he had given up all of the Sinai, a 
concession well beyond the Israeli consensus, in return for full 
peace with Egypt and for a vague and a limited autonomy for the 
West Bank and the Gaza Strip. According to that interpretation 
Israel, too, was entitled to lay a claim to these territories at the end of 
the transitional period envisaged by the Camp David accords. 14 
This was not an interpretation shared by the other two participants 
at the Camp David conference. During the next three years all 
sought to advance their respective interpretations (the American 
and Egyptian versions were rather similar), and this difference of 
opinion was an important factor contributing to the collapse of the 
autonomy negotiations in 1980. 

The failure of the autonomy negotiations added yet another diffi¬ 
culty to those besetting the precarious Egyptian-Israeli relationship, 
but it did not produce an acute crisis. By 1981 the completion of 
Israel's withdrawal seemed close enough to warrant some more 
Egyptian patience. Egyptians felt—and said—that with the whole of 
the Sinai in their possession they would be in a much better position 
to assert pressure to settle the Palestinian issue. 

In the summer of 1981, the Israeli government became in¬ 
creasingly perturbed by the very same thought. April 1982 was 
some eight months away, an Egyptian-Israeli agreement on the 
autonomy plan had not been reached, and the roles were reversed. 
Egypt became interested in a continuation of the peace process 
(implementing Israel's withdrawal from the Sinai and maintaining 
the current level of normalization) while Israel, before its bargaining 
power was seriously crippled by the final withdrawal, began to 
insist that an agreement on the autonomy plan had to be reached. 
The Israeli government's anxieties were soon compounded by other 
developments. The publication of the Fahd plan, in August 1981, 
was seen as an adumbration of trends expected to take full shape 
after April 1982. In the plan Saudi Arabia presented an alternative to 
the Camp David framework, an attempt to put the Arab-Israeli 
settlement process back on the course from which, according to the 
Saudis, it had deviated in November 1977. The United States and 
Egypt, while not endorsing the Saudi plan, were careful not to reject 
it. Was Israel, then, to complete its withdrawal from the Sinai only 
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to begin the struggle for the West Bank under adverse circum¬ 
stances? The impact of these developments was increased by the 
conflict between the Reagan administration and the Begin govern¬ 
ment over the AWACS sale to Saudi Arabia, which not only was 
anticipated to alter the Arab-Israeli military balance, but also dem¬ 
onstrated the extent of Saudi influence in Washington. Saudi Ara¬ 
bia's desire to return to the idea of comprehensive settlement was 
likely to be equally effective. 

The policies devised by the Begin government to counter these 
trends did not prove very successful. The assassination of Anwar 
Sadat in October 1981 was in itself a grave blow. Israel may have had 
doubts about Sadat's ultimate intentions, but there was no doubting 
the centrality of the new relationship with Israel in his policies. 
Nothing so certain could be said about his successor, whose political 
prospects and commitment to a peaceful relationship with Israel 
had yet to be ascertained. In more immediate terms Sadat's as¬ 
sassination meant that Israel lost whatever leverage it had pos¬ 
sessed vis-a-vis Egypt. In September, the Begin government could 
still suggest that failure to reach an agreement on autonomy might 
jeopardize the completion of withdrawal from the Sinai; in October 
such implied threats ceased to be credible. The stability of 
Mubarak's regime became a matter of great concern to Washington, 
and Egyptians and Israelis alike knew that the United States would 
go to great lengths to ensure Israel's withdrawal. President 
Mubarak was determined that the autonomy negotiations would 
not be resumed before that event, and indeed they were not. 

In the West Bank, Israel's efforts fell into two categories. Con¬ 
struction of new settlements and development of a physical in¬ 
frastructure linked to Israel could be largely controlled and pro¬ 
ceeded at a swift pace. But efforts to cultivate a new local political 
leadership that would participate in implementing the limited au¬ 
tonomy envisaged by the Begin government met with little success. 
It was the government's view that as long as the PLO retained its 
hold over the population in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, its 
autonomy plan could not be put into effect, a state of affairs for 
which the policies pursued by the military government during the 
previous fourteen years were largely responsible. The second Likud 
government thus set out to change the concepts and style of gover¬ 
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nance in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip and, in a radical depar¬ 
ture from the patterns of Moshe Dayan, began to intervene in all 
aspects of daily life, to assail and undermine the political influence 
of the PLO and its supporters and to nurture a new leadership. The 
new policy was put into full swing with the launching of the so- 
called civilian administration in November 1981. 15 By late winter 
1982, it had run into enormous difficulties. An effective local leader¬ 
ship ready to cooperate with the Israeli government would evi¬ 
dently not be available for quite some time. 

Yet another measure taken by the Begin government, which 
should be placed in the same context, was the extension of Israeli 
law to (or virtual Israeli annexation of) the Golan Heights in Decem¬ 
ber 1981. The step probably had a number of motives, some of them 
domestic, but the primary one seems to have been a desire to dem¬ 
onstrate that Israel still had options available, and would resort to 
these if others attempted to jettison the Camp David accords and to 
deny the legitimacy of Israel's claims to the West Bank and the Gaza 
Strip. 16 But there was a further aspect to the Israeli decision: it was 
based on a sober calculation of the Arab-Israeli and Syrian-Israeli 
balance of power at the time. Israel's military superiority and Syria's 
political isolation and weakness were such that Syria was seen as 
unlikely to respond to the challenge, severe as it was. And, indeed, 
it did not. But a significant grievance was added to the relationship, 
and when Syria was militarily ready, it was deemed certain to retali¬ 
ate. That prospect did not seem remote; in fact, Syrian military 
build-up, it was argued, might in a relatively short time prove a 
factor in altering the Arab-Israeli military balance. 

The Syrian armed forces were already impressive, with three ar¬ 
mored divisions, two mechanized divisions, six independent ar¬ 
mored or mechanized brigades, over 400 combat airplanes, two 
missile regiments, and several independent commando and para¬ 
trooper regiments. If their build-up continued at the same pace, 
Syrian leaders might within two or three years, perhaps sooner, 
decide that they had the capacity to challenge Israel. By that time the 
Egyptian-Israeli relationship might have deteriorated, and Egypt 
would have absorbed the new American-made weapons systems. 
Other currently favorable circumstances, the Iraqi preoccupation 
with Iran and the Syrian-Jordanian hostility, might also change. 
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Israelis reasoned. The Arab world, unable to contend with Israel's 
might in 1981 and 1982, might well be able to threaten it in 1983 and 
1984. 17 

Within the Begin government, the most ambitious and compre¬ 
hensive effort to deal with these possibilities was made by the minis¬ 
ter of defense. On two occasions at the end of 1981, Sharon publicly 
discussed his perception of the security challenges facing Israel in 
the 1980s and some of the solutions he advocated. In October 1981, 
he defined Israel's "red lines," his view of what constituted a casus 
belli: Arab development or acquisition of nuclear weapons, Arab 
troop concentration along Israel's borders, violation of demilitariza¬ 
tion agreements, and such belligerent acts as interference with 
naval or aerial communications. 18 In December a statement con¬ 
cerning his conceptual outlook on Israel's strategic problems and 
policies was published in Israeli newspapers. Like his quest for a 
strategic understanding with the United States, his conceptualiza¬ 
tion reflected his view that Israel's impressive military power and 
potential was the basis for a solid American-Israeli relationship. 
Accordingly, the Soviet challenge in the region was depicted as the 
most crucial problem for the 1980s and Israel's security interests 
were defined in sweeping terms. Sharon's other central point was 
that Israel would not continue to participate in a quantitative arms 
race, for which it possessed neither the financial nor the human 
resources. Instead, it would seek to maintain a qualitative advan¬ 
tage" (whether this was a reference to a nuclear option is moot). 19 In 
contrast to the specific references to "red lines" and "security 
valves" the Lebanese crisis was mentioned only in passing. Clearly 
this was not a potential "red line," but one that had been crossed. In 
fact, according to his own testimony, the minister of defense was 
developing his "big plan"—the plan to remove the challenge to 
Israel in southern Lebanon with a master stroke that would at the 
same time solve several other problems and reap numerous other 
benefits. 


The Concept of the War 

The "plan" was predicated on a number of premises—that a 
large-scale operation in southern Lebanon was unavoidable, that 
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Israel could afford to act only once on a large scale, that the problem 
in the south could not be solved without solving the wider Lebanese 
crisis, that a solution to that crisis was possible, and that it could be 
the key to a significant change in the politics of the whole region. 20 
There was no sense in an operation seeking to create just a security 
zone of some forty kilometers, the range of the PLO artillery north of 
the Israeli border. By advancing a few more kilometers, by reaching 
the environs of Beirut and the Beirut-Damascus road, Israel would 
create a new strategic situation. The PLO base in Lebanon would be 
destroyed, Syria would have either to withdraw or be defeated and 
the Lebanese Front, Israel's ally, would take over the whole of 
Beirut and become the dominant local political force. Bashir 
Jumayyil could be elected president, and the Lebanese political sys¬ 
tem reconstructed under a pro-Israeli head of state. 

The reconstruction of the Lebanese state would remove the host 
of problems caused by its disintegration, while the legitimacy of the 
new government in Beirut and its friendship would endow the 
security arrangements made in the south with permanence and 
effectiveness. The destruction of the PLO autonomous territorial 
base would eliminate one of the foundations of its influence, and 
weaken the threat it posed, particularly in the West Bank and the 
Gaza Strip, improving Israel's prospects of implementing an auton¬ 
omy plan and upholding its interpretation of the Camp David ac¬ 
cords. Syria's loss of position in Lebanon would postpone, perhaps 
even remove, the danger of Israeli-Syrian war later in the decade. 
Finally, if a new Lebanese government were to sign a peace treaty 
with Israel or at least have normal open relations with it, the Egyp- 
tian-Israeli relationship would be buttressed because it would cease 
to be a separate peace. 21 

Several of Sharon's cabinet colleagues, as well as the leaders of the 
opposition, were not persuaded by the plan and refused to condone 
it. He himself referred to the comprehensiveness of his planning 
and consultation processes in an interview published in the Israeli 
newspaper Maariv on September 17, 1982: "Many months before 
the (January) war I traveled to Beirut. I studied and investigated the 
problem from all possible sides, aspects and directions and in the 
most thorough fashion. Upon returning I presented to the cabinet, 
together with the General Staff, a comprehensive plan for the solu- 
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tion of the problem of terror in Lebanon. I can now say that this is 
the plan that was finally carried out and the results of which we are 
witnessing today. This plan was discussed a number of times, in 
cabinet meetings as well as with the leaders of the opposition." 

After thorough discussion, the cabinet opted for a more limited 
plan, and accordingly the IDF launched the operation. But on Satur¬ 
day, June 5, at a discussion held at the prime minister's home a day 
before the war began, one of the ministers asked, "What happens 
when we reach the security zone, beyond the terrorists' artillery 
range, and the fighting continues?" The prime minister responded, 
"For that reason the cabinet will meet daily and make decisions 
according to the evolving situation." 22 The June 5 meeting became 
one of the principal points of contention during the following year 
between Ariel Sharon and his critics in the cabinet, who complained 
they had been misled into endorsing measures well beyond the 
limits they had in mind. Sharon himself has argued repeatedly that 
every single step taken in the course of the war was approved by the 
cabinet. In retrospect, it seems that a suspicious cabinet closely 
monitored the defense minister's mood and thwarted some of his 
ideas and initiatives, but not the thrust of his and the chief of staff's 
plan. The broad lines of the internal debate in Israel can be recon¬ 
structed on the basis of the existing evidence, but a more specific 
description of the deliberations that preceded the launching of the 
war and subsequently affected its conduct will have to wait until 
more authoritative documentation becomes available. 

The process of consultation was one way Sharon's plans leaked to 
the Israeli, Arab, and international media, where they were dis¬ 
cussed during the six months which preceded the war. 23 Several 
times during that period PLO violations of Israel's interpretation of 
the July 1981 cease-fire generated expectation of an imminent Israeli 
invasion. The war finally broke out in circumstances that seemed to 
have the inevitability of a Greek tragedy. A Palestinian terrorist 
squad sent by the organization of Abu Nidal (who at various times 
was associated with the PLO, Syria, and Iraq) attempted to assassi¬ 
nate the Israeli ambassador to London. Israel retaliated by bombing 
Palestinian targets in Beirut, and the PLO shelled northern Galilee. 
On July 5 the Israeli cabinet approved the launching of "Operation 
Peace for Galilee." 
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The Five Phases of the War 

The course of the war in Lebanon was rather different from the 
scenarios envisaged by the planners, both the limited version ap¬ 
proved by the Israeli cabinet and the broader one that the minister of 
defense ultimately implemented. The interplay between the antici¬ 
pated and the unexpected emerges clearly from a look at the five 
phases through which the war unfolded. 


The Initial Thrust 

During the first three days of the war, Israel's major effort was 
invested in the western and central sectors of southern Lebanon. 
(See Map 4.) In the west ground troops, joined by troops landed 
from the sea, made a rapid advance toward Damour, a Christian 
town just south of Beirut, which had been taken over by the PLO in 
* 9 76- Fighting in the west was almost purely against the PLO. The 
larger towns of Tyre and Sidon were passed, besieged, and taken 
over later—a strategy influenced by the contradictory quests for 
swift advance and limited casualties. The PLO put up only limited 
resistance to the Israeli troops, preferring to withdraw to the north. 
This strategy had two important consequences: it brought the Israeli 
army to the outskirts of Beirut within three days of the war's out¬ 
break, but it also preserved most PLO combatants and concentrated 
them in the city's western and southern sections. 

In the central sector, an Israeli column advanced through difficult 
mountainous terrain, fighting against both Syrians and Palestinians 
and seeking a way to the Beirut-Damascus highway. In the east, 
only a limited military effort was made, in keeping with the stated 
policy that Israel would not attack Syria's forces unless attacked by 
them first. 

During these first three days, the war was still believed by most 
observers to have the limited goal implied by its name—the creation 
of a security zone in southern Lebanon. It was endorsed by the 
Israeli Labor opposition and encountered virtually no criticism in 
Israel and only mild opposition abroad. Despite its reservations 
about the campaign, the Reagan administration was clearly deter¬ 
mined to enable Israel to complete it and defeated efforts made at 
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Map 4. Israel's Lebanese campaign of June 1982, major routes of advance. 
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the UN to impose an early cease-fire. The protests of the Soviet 
Union and the Arab states were remarkably mild. 


A Limited War with Syria 

By June 9, a limited war had developed between Israel and Syria. 
Syria was clearly reluctant to join the war in Lebanon—it had so 
signaled to Israel in the winter, and during the war's first three days 
Syrian forces tried not to cross the fine line that separated limited 
support of the PLO from the level of fighting likely to provoke an 
Israeli response. 24 

The effort failed. The Israeli government accused the Syrian gov¬ 
ernment of bad faith during Ambassador Habib's efforts to prevent 
Syrian-Israeli fighting, but two other factors should also be taken 
into account. One was the minister of defense's feeling that a limited 
military victory over Syria in Lebanon was preferable for the ad¬ 
vancement of the war's aims. The other was a contradiction inher¬ 
ent in the very definition of the limited war plan. Israel could move 
twenty-five miles northward into Lebanon without colliding with 
Syrian troops in the western sector but not in the central and cer¬ 
tainly not in the eastern sector, where Syrian troops and PLO units 
under a Syrian umbrella were stationed close to the Israeli border. 
Consequently as long as the Palestinians were not ousted from the 
southern Beqa Valley or at least put under strict Syrian control, the 
principal stated aim of Operation Peace for Galilee could not be 
achieved. 

The Israeli forces then began to exert pressure on the southern 
flank of the Syrian forces in the Beqa Valley in eastern Lebanon, 
taking full advantage of the fact that, by the third day, the Israeli 
column in the central sector had outflanked the Syrian forces in the 
Beqa Valley. At the same time the Israeli airforce destroyed the 
Syrian ground-to-air missile system in Lebanon and shot down sev¬ 
eral dozen Syrian fighter planes. 25 

On June 10, the war's fifth day, Syrian forces were held in a 
pincer. A large Israeli army was stationed in the Golan Heights, 
deterring the main body of the Syrian army from expanding the 
war, while in the Beqa Valley a beleaguered Syrian force, shorn of 
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air support, was trying to check the IDFs advance in an area alarm¬ 
ingly close to Damascus. And no real support was forthcoming from 
the Soviet Union or any Arab nation. Syria exerted heavy pressure 
on Moscow, Moscow did the same in Washington, and Wash¬ 
ington, for reasons of its own, pressed the Israeli government to 
agree to a cease-fire. The cease-fire went into effect on June n 
before the Israeli forces in the center reached the Beirut-Damascus 
road and before a more satisfactory line could be secured in the east 
In the western sector, the Israeli army had reached the southern 
outskirts of Beirut, and Sidon and Tyre were captured, except for 
small pockets of resistance. These two developments fed the politi- 
ca controversy that developed during this phase of the war. The 
IDF s progress toward Beirut as well as a change of tone in the public 
and private statements of Israeli officials suggested that the war's 
aims had been far more ambitious than originally declared—which 
aroused criticism from the political opposition, from the Israeli me- 
ia, and from abroad. The government's domestic critics argued 
agamst the expansion of the war, its conduct by the prime minister 
and the minister of defense, and the civilian casualties and physical 
destruction in Tyre and Sidon. 26 K y 

Transition to the Siege of Beirut 

7 aSe " fire ° f June 11 ended a significant phase of the war. The 
DF had succeeded both in defeating the Syrian army in Lebanon 

, . ' m . ltm f j the sco P e of the encounter—the war did not spread 

to the Golan Heights and the Soviet Union did not intervene on 
Syria s behalf. The IDF demonstrated that it could contend with two 
weapons that had previously caused concern—the Soviet-made 
ground-to-air missile systems and the T-72 tank. Equally significant, 

1 yr ! a ' b J See ^ ng 3n 6arIy cease - fir e left Israel free to focus on Beirut 
In the days following the cease-fire, Israeli forces continued their 
advance toward southern and eastern Beirut and established a ter¬ 
ritorial link with the forces of the Lebanese Front 
Evidence regarding the events of those days is still fragmented 
and controversial, but it seems that Israel expected the forces of the 
Lebanese Front to capture West Beirut and complete the PLO's 
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rout. 27 But whatever the understanding between Ariel Sharon H 
Bashir Jumayyil on this issue, the leader of the Lebanese Front had 
no intention of storming West Beirut, and his forces' military ac- 
tivity remained negligible. With thousands of PLO combatants in 
West Beirut, any attempt to take that part of the city by force was not 
likely to succeed and most likely to be very costlv iZ!♦ 
consideration for the leader of a small force representing a commu¬ 
nity haunted by a sense of steady demographic retrenchment 

SwTuX was , ,he ! ee,i " 8,ha ' by scndin * his to 

to lead in • ", Srae 1 umbrelIa and ir > circumstances bound 

to lead to massive destruction and bloodshed, Bashir Jumawil 

wou d rum his prospects of becoming the legitimate president of 

Lebanon. Beyond these two considerations, there was a crudal dif 

IThl", f S and ,he FrOM ' S of their cooperation 

libZi > 1 gOVernment ' s vanta ge point, the Front was to help 

e 1 s country and pave its own road to power. From Jumavvil's 

point of view, if Israel wanted to act as a regional power and brine 
about political changes through a military campaign it ought to pay 
the prtce that the capture of Wes. Be,rut was bound to exactT" 

ful d Lmma ' " ei ’ B P les ™tid the Israeli government with a pain- 
tul dilemma. As Jumayytl may have shrewdly calculated Israel 
could no. afford to let the PLO stay Wes, Beirut. The omse offte 

dTfLM hs a " Cn “ rel5 ' ne “ *»*". ^ <-eI Already 

d lts P ur Poses in terms much more ambitious than thosl 
nounced ongmaHy. I srae l' s impressive achievements during the 

0!VZt 1 3lready been d ^fed by promises and expectaLns 

West Bekutw" ® Leban ° n/ Thus ' failure to evict the PLO from 
est Beirut would constitute a self-defined political defeat and 

conversely, a distinct victory for the Palestinians. The majority of 

he cabinet, as well as the IDF high command, objected to an Israeli 

attack, arguing that the toll in Israeli and civilian casualties and the 

afterTfewT ° St ° rmi ” g an Arab ca P ita l city were prohibitive. But 
fter few days of confusion and equivocation, Israel did begin to 

besiege Beirut, trying to move the PLO out with "unlimited military 
and pohpcal pressure." This resulted in a new wave of fighting with 

y n rmy UmtS whlch controlled dominant positions in the hills 
east of Beirut and near the Beirut-Damascus highway 

ut the position of the Israeli cabinet and the Reagan administra- 
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tion toward moving the Israeli army into West Beirut was unclear. 
Nor was it clear under what terms Washington expected to achieve 
the PLO evacuation from Beirut. As both the Israelis and Haig ar¬ 
gued, however, if a swift evacuation was to be obtained the threat of 
an imminent Israeli thrust into West Beirut had to remain credible 
even if such a thrust was actually unacceptable to the United States 
or Israel. This credibility was undermined by contradictory signals 
sent by the Reagan administration, which, Haig complained, un¬ 
dermined his policy and efforts. Sources inspired by Haig cited 
several examples. One was a statement by Larry Speakes, the White 
House press secretary, that "assurances were given by PM Begin to 
President Reagan that the IDF would not enter Beirut." More diffi¬ 
cult to verify are charges that Vice-President George Bush and De¬ 
fense Secretary Weinberger (at King Khalid's funeral in Saudi Ara¬ 
bia) and William Clark (in a meeting with the Saudi ambassador in 
Washington) conveyed the impression that a partial Israeli with¬ 
drawal in the Beirut area and American good will toward the PLO 
could be obtained in exchange for the evacuation. 29 

These signals had a dual effect. They must have reinforced Yasir 
'Arafat's conviction that he ought to hold on as long as possible in 
Beirut. They also exacerbated the tension between Haig and his 
rivals in the Reagan administration, expediting his resignation and 
thus magnifying the effect of the administration's discomfort with 
Israel's policies. Haig was publicly identified with U.S. support of 
the Israeli operation, and his departure and replacement by George 
Shultz were taken to signify a change of priorities. 

Israeli and American ambivalence as well as the passage of time 
altered the PLO's outlook. In the third week of June, the PLO lead¬ 
ership was persuaded that the Israelis were about to enter West 
Beirut and in a sauve qui pent state of mind. Thus a British newspaper 
described on June 18 how "Lebanese government ministers for 
whom the PLO has shown scant respect in the past have suddenly 
found themselves being courted by the PLO leader, who has come 
to seek their advice about a ceasefire in West Beirut." And the UN 
spokesman in Beirut, the object of 'Arafat's scorn a week earlier, was 
"welcomed by the PLO leader as one of several men who just might 
be able to save the Palestinian resistance movement from physical 
extinction." 30 
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But by the end of June the PLO leadership had become persuaded 
that an Israeli invasion was not imminent, that time was not neces¬ 
sarily running out and that it had an opportunity to improve, per¬ 
haps even to transform, the organization's bargaining position. 
And so the stage was set for the lengthy siege of Beirut. 


The Siege of Beirut 

When the Israeli government launched its military operation on 
June 6, 1982 it clearly did not envisage that the IDF would be en¬ 
gaged in a ten-week siege of Beirut; and at several points between 
the middle of June and the end of October the government and 
many others were hard put to believe that the protracted and com¬ 
plex negotiations conducted by Philip Habib would end in a peace¬ 
ful PLO evacuation of Beirut. That outcome, as well as the preceding 
siege and negotiations, was determined primarily by the conduct of 
three actors—Israel, the PLO, and the United States. 

The interests, outlooks, and positions of Israel and the Palestin¬ 
ians were, as they have so often been, diametrically opposed. Israel 
wanted the PLO to leave Beirut, and possibly Lebanon, without 
political concessions and sweeteners, so as to enable the reconstruc¬ 
tion of the Lebanese state. To achieve that, it had to sustain a credi¬ 
ble threat of an imminent invasion of West Beirut. This it did by 
shellings, air raids, and limited ground operations directed mainly 
(but not exclusively) at Palestinian targets, and by a tightening of the 
siege in an effort to turn the civilian population against the PLO and 
its allied Lebanese militias. These were harsh measures, conducted 
under the critical scrutiny of the international community, and even 
as means to advance a political solution they generated opposition 
primarily in the two countries where it mattered most—Israel and 
the United States. The political price increased with the passage of 
time, as the siege and its conduct became more controversial and the 
prospects of a successful diplomatic solution seemed dim. 

The PLO, in turn, tried to preserve its position in Beirut and 
Lebanon and to obtain the highest political price for the concessions 
it was asked to make in the course of the negotiations. It is easy to 
understand the organization's desire to stay; the autonomous ter- 
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ritorial base in Beirut and Lebanon was unique and irreplaceable; 
furthermore, by preserving it, or part of it, the Palestinians could 
claim an impressive achievement against Israel. Given the ac¬ 
cumulating pressure on the Israeli government, the PLO had 
grounds for believing that the longer the siege continued, the more 
likely it was to gain a partial victory or at least to improve the terms 
of settlement. But beyond Israel was the United States—the power 
that defined certain limits of Israel's freedom of action, that con¬ 
ducted the negotiations, and that was capable of extending to the 
PLO the recognition it had been trying so long to obtain. Could 
Washington's growing nervousness and ambivalence, its natural 
desire for diplomatic success, and its impatience with the lingering 
siege be translated into recognition as the price of withdrawal? And 
if not, could a measure of recognition be obtained in the course of 
the negotiations? 

The Reagan administration oscillated between the conviction that 
the Palestinians ought to leave Beirut if the Lebanese state were to 
be restored and impatience and irritation with the stalemate in 
Beirut. The administration was determined to tie a solution of the 
Lebanese crisis to the next phase of the Arab-Israeh peace process. 
But the chief role on the Arab side was to be assigned to Jordan and 
not to the Palestinians; and even if they were to be brought into 
these negotiations, why should one of Washington's main bargain¬ 
ing assets, its capacity to extend or deny recognition, be spent at 
such an early stage? Nor were the advocates of recognition helped 
by the rigidity of 'Arafat's position and formulations. The vague 
formula given by 'Arafat to U.S. Congressman Michael McClosky 
and 'Arafat's subsequent retraction are an excellent illustration of 
the results he could achieve through flexible diplomacy and of his 
inability to pursue it to his own advantage: on July 25, 'Arafat appar¬ 
ently signed a statement written by McClosky, according to which 
"Chairman 'Arafat accepts all UN resolutions relevant to the Pales¬ 
tinian question." For a while it was unclear whether or not this 
implied acceptance of Security Council Resolution 242 and what the 
ramifications of such an acceptance would be; but PLO spokesmen 
settled the debate by denying any acceptance of that resolution. 

That development may have prompted the Israeli government to 
escalate its air and ground assaults in August. The fierce attacks. 
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particularly those on August 4 and 12, were among the most contro¬ 
versial measures of the war and resulted in added friction within the 
Israeli cabinet and between the Reagan administration and Israel. 
But they also served to persuade the PLO that a full-blown Israeli 
attack was imminent, which enabled Habib to negotiate an agree¬ 
ment for the PLO's evacuation of Beirut by the end of the month. 


From the PLO Evacuation to Amin Jumayyil's Presidency 

In contrast to the long weeks of stalemate that characterized the 
siege of Beirut, late August and September were marked by a rapid 
succession of important development^-the evacuation agreement, 
the arrival of the international force, Bashir Jumayyil's election to 
the presidency, the gradual evacuation of the PLO from West 
Beirut, the publication of President Reagan's Middle East plan, 
Bashir Jumayyil's assassination, Israel's entry into West Beirut, the 
massacre at Sabra and Shatila, Israel's withdrawal from Beirut, and 
Amin Jumayyil's election to the presidency. 

The PLO's departure from Beirut and Bashir Jumayyil's election 
to the presidency seemed to suggest that the ambitious goals of the 
war in Lebanon were within reach. Lebanon's political center had 
been freed from the hold of Syria and the PLO, and the central 
government's authority was to be rebuilt in an unorthodox fashion 
under Israel's close ally. A demand by the new Lebanese govern¬ 
ment that Syria evacuate the rest of its troops from eastern and 
northern Lebanon, bolstered by Israel's clear military superiority, 
would be the next logical step. 

But the sense of achievement was marred by other developments. 
The publication of Reagan's plan served as a reminder that the 
Lebanese war had been fought in a broader context and that within 
that context the United States had a policy regarding the West Bank 
and the Palestinian issue that was markedly different from the Isra¬ 
eli government's. If the war in Lebanon served to weaken the posi¬ 
tions of Syria and the PLO, it was Washington's view that advan¬ 
tage should be taken of this fact to bring Jordan back into the 
negotiations on the future of the West Bank. 

Nor did the Reagan administration favor the idea of an au- 
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thoritarian central government in Lebanon that relied on Maronite 
militancy and Israeli support. It would be better for Bashir Jumayyil 
to keep his relationship with Israel discreet and to seek ways of 
broadening the base of his following in Lebanon and the region. 
Washington's views reinforced ideas that had been on Bashir 
Jumayyil's mind, as his conduct since June implied. Consequently, 
while the Israeli government insisted on a full and open relationship 
with the new Lebanese government, culminating in a peace treaty, 
the president-elect preferred that his alliance with Israel be informal 
and practical. This was but one of the differences of opinion that 
surfaced during the meeting held between Menachem Begin and 
Bashir Jumayyil in Nahariyya, in northern Israel, in early Septem¬ 
ber. Jumayyil's concept of a "strong central government" included 
the extension of its authority over southern Lebanon at the expense 
of Israel's reliable local ally, Sa f d Haddad. Israel, in turn, on grounds 
of principle as well as for practical considerations (Haddad had 
demonstrated his reliability and effectiveness in maintaining a cor¬ 
don sanitaire, the Phalange had not), refused to jettison its ally. 

A far more serious short-coming of the Israeli alliance with the 
Lebanese Front was revealed by Bashir Jumayyil's assassination on 
September 15. No other Maronite leader combined the ability to 
govern Lebanon in these difficult circumstances with a political ori¬ 
entation acceptable to Israel, let alone pro-Israeli. Furthermore, Syr¬ 
ia and the PLO still controlled a large part of Lebanon; the Israelis 
believed some two thousand PLO combatants had stayed behind in 
West Beirut in violation of the evacuation agreement where, to¬ 
gether with the militias of the National Movement, they could con¬ 
tribute to a reversal of earlier political trends, and perhaps force the 
election of an undesirable candidate. 

Under these circumstances the Israeli leadership hastily dis¬ 
patched the Israeli army into West Beirut, justifying its decision by 
the need to maintain order and security after the assassination of the 
president-elect. It was an apparently valid argument, but its very 
use served to undermine Israel's political standing when, under the 
umbrella of Israel's military presence, Christian militiamen mas¬ 
sacred Palestinian civilians in the camps (or rather, neighborhoods) 
of Sabra and Shatila. 

Based on the report of the Kahan Commission of Inquiry, which 
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was appointed to investigate Israel's possible responsibility, the 
o owing chain of events can be reconstructed. While Bashir 
Jumayyil was still alive, it was agreed that cooperative Lebanese 
army units would locate and remove the PLO combatants still in 
cT? ^^owing Jumayyil's assassination, the government of 
afiq al-Wazzan ordered the army to discontinue this operation, 
srael and the Phalange leadership decided that the need to go 
a ead was crucial, but the Israeli government refused to employ its 

fT PUT 7 f ° r thlS pUrp ° Se ' fearin § casu alties and determined that 

6 ^ a , an . geS should " do something to free their homeland." Israel 
would facilitate the militia's entry into Sabra and Shatila, but its men 
would have to fight on their own. 

The grim facts of the massacre, the circumstances in which thev 
came to light, and the initial response of the Israeli government 
were in the first place a blow to Israel's influence in Beirut. It was 
forced to agree to a withdrawal of Israeli forces from Beirut, where 
they were replaced by an international force. Amin Jumayyil repre¬ 
senting a different political orientation and enjoying aUeast the 
superficial support of a broader segment of the Lebanese political 
spectrum, was elected to replace his brother as president. The sie- 

mficance of the massacre and of his election is discussed at greater 
length m chapter 6. 8 

Actors and Policies 

Thus far, the 1982 war in Lebanon has been considered primarily 
in terms of the plans and conduct of the principal actor, the Israeli 
government But before an evaluation of the war's significance is 
attempted, the roles and policies of the other principal actors should 
be addressed more systematically. 

The Reagan administration's ambivalent attitude toward a large- 
sea e sraeli operation in Lebanon and the disagreements on this 
issue within its ranks that surfaced in the winter and spring of 1082 
persisted as elements of the administration's policy after the war 
began. Criticisms of Israel's action were fanned by its scope and 
duration as well as by trivial factors, such as its alleged interference 
with the success of President Reagan's European trip. But during 
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most of the war they were overshadowed by the conviction that 
Israel's actions could be made to serve the ends of American policy. 
Washington was aware of the risks inherent in launching a war as 
well as of the divergence of Israel's goals and its own, but these 
difficulties seemed surmountable and the opportunities opened by 
the Israeli operation in Lebanon and in the region promising. 31 

Consequently, the United States, despite verbal protestations 
and other gestures and occasional genuine irritation, lent Israel the 
political support that enabled it to proceed with the war for an 
unusually long time. After the Sabra and Shatila massacre, the 
United States exerted powerful and effective pressure on Israel to 
withdraw from Beirut but continued to condone the Israeli presence 
south and east of the city as one condition for achieving a compre¬ 
hensive settlement of the Lebanese crisis. This policy was facilitated 
during the war's early part by the swift advance of the Israeli forces, 
the limited nature of the Syrian-Israeli war, the passive Soviet 
stance, and the meek reaction in the Arab world. Furthermore, 
some immediate gains become apparent—the Iranian threat to Iraq 
and to the conservative oil-producing states in the Gulf was weak¬ 
ened, Soviet clients, Soviet weapons systems, and Soviet prestige 
were adversely affected, and despite sharp Arab criticism of Ameri¬ 
can support for Israel, American influence increased as Syria and 
other Arab states realized that the United States alone could check 
Israel in Lebanon and undo some of its gains in the war. 

Yet it became increasingly difficult to maintain that policy against 
accumulating criticism, particularly in the murky situation in Beirut 
in the latter part of June. These difficulties hastened the resignation 
of Secretary of State Haig and induced the administration to dis¬ 
tance itself demonstrably from Israel, but did not change the es¬ 
sence of its policy. Although the United States wanted the PLO to 
leave Beirut and realized that U.S. policy would be seen to suffer a 
defeat if evacuation did not take place, it was a less crucial matter for 
American policy than for Israel's, and details of the negotiations that 
seemed so important from Israel's perspective appeared petty from 
a superpower's vantage point. 

The successful conclusion of the negotiations brought the latent 
divergence of American and Israeli outlooks on the Lebanese crisis 
and its broader Middle East context to the surface. The announce- 
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ment of Reagan's Middle East peace initiative was made at the end 
of the PLO's evacuation from Beirut—a clear attempt to sweeten the 
bitter pill for the Arab world (regardless of each government's par¬ 
tisan calculations) and yet another measure to distinguish American 
policy from Israel's. Substantively, the plan offered the first official 
American interpretation of the Camp David accords: it designated 
Jordan as the intended recipient of the bulk of the West Bank. In 
other words, Syria's and the PLO's defeat in the war was not to 
provide Israel with opportunity or incentive to proceed with its 
creeping virtual annexation of the West Bank. It should rather be 
used to undo the Rabat resolutions of October 1974, which recog¬ 
nized the PLO as "the sole legitimate representative of the Palestin¬ 
ian people," and to restore Jordan's previous position regarding the 
West Bank and the Palestinian issue. 

In a subtler way the Reagan administration also opposed Israel's 
plans for Lebanon and, as we saw, encouraged Bashir Jumayyil's 
refusal to sign a peace treaty. His assassination was a blow to Ameri¬ 
can policy, but although Amin Jumayyil may not be as effective a 
ruler as his brother, his political orientation was much closer to the 
traditional American outlook on the reform in Lebanon. 

The Soviet Union s conduct in the Lebanese crisis calls to mind 
the mirror-image metaphor sometimes (often incorrectly) used to 
describe Soviet-American rivalry in the Middle East. 32 The Soviet 
Union acted with remarkable passivity and caution as two of its 
clients and some of its weapons systems were defeated during the 
war's first week. The vague wording of Soviet warnings to Israel 
gave way to more explicit threats only on June 14, when the Syrian- 
Israeli cease-fire had been secured (partly as a result of Soviet pres¬ 
sure on the United States). Passivity and caution were again notable 
during the siege of Beirut, even when the Soviet embassy was 
damaged by Israeli troops. 

It has been suggested that Soviet restraint was "calculated," that 
the Soviet Union believed that neither superpower could advance 
its interests through an assertive policy toward the Arab-Israeli con¬ 
flict. But while one might argue cogently that the Soviets can profit 
by concentrating their efforts in the outlying areas of the Middle 
East (notably the Persian Gulf), the available evidence does not 
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quite warrant an interpretation of their policy during the war in 
Lebanon as a case of sagacious resignation. 

The Soviet Union had in fact treated its relationship with Syria 
and the prospect of a Syrian-Israeli war in Lebanon with consider¬ 
able trepidation well before the summer of 1982. Its reluctance to 
sign a treaty of friendship and cooperation with Syria in 1980 and its 
conduct during the 1981 missile crisis after the treaty had been 
signed clearly indicated that it did not relish a war in which Syria 
would be fighting outside her national borders against an American 
ally with a decisive military superiority. Furthermore, as was clearly 
demonstrated during the missile crisis, Syria was keenly interested 
in resuming the dialogue with the United States that had been inter¬ 
rupted in 1977: there was little sense in supporting Syria through a 
confrontation that might ultimately play into the hands of the 
United States. The same was true of the PLO, whose leadership 
patently sought American recognition as one of its main political 
goals. 

Soviet passivity was reinforced by the meekness of the Arab re¬ 
sponse to the Israeli operation, by the limited scope of the Syrian- 
Israeli fighting, and by the Soviet leadership's preoccupation with 
other problems—Leonid Brezhnev's impending death, Poland, and 
Afghanistan. In the early months of 1983, however, the effects of a 
new Soviet posture toward Syria and Lebanon began to be felt. On 
the eve of Brezhnev's death, preparations were begun for sending 
new Soviet ground-to-air missiles and Soviet personnel to Syria. 
With their appearance there, after Yuri Andropov's accession to 
power, a new element was introduced in the Lebanese crisis and in 
Soviet-American rivalry. 

Like their Soviet patrons, Syria's leaders had anticipated an Israeli 
operation in Lebanon with a full realization of the dilemmas with 
which it was bound to confront them. Unlike their Palestinian cli¬ 
ents, they even tried to signal Israel that if it decided to ignore their 
warnings and stage the operation, it should at least limit its scope 
and enable Syria to minimize its own participation. Thus on Febru¬ 
ary 13, 1982, Louis Fares, Radio Monte Carlo's correspondent in 
Damascus through whom the Ba f thi regime often conveyed its 
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views unofficially, quoted "a high-ranking diplomat" who ex- 
plained that one had to distinguish between two situations. 


positions and camps in Lebanon, Syria's intervention will remainZ 
ted . but if it is a matter of occupation, Syria will certainly give the 
alestmians and the Lebanese patriotic forces all the means necessary 
or checking the occupation and turning the occupier's life into an 
unbearable hell, and this in addition to conducting the battles that will 
be called form a time of need. It is no secret that Israel's military force is 
now larger than Syria's; therefore, the possibility of Syria's turning to a 
full-scale war at a time and a place determined by Israel should be 
excluded. . The activity will be limited to resistance to the occupa- 
intn ^d t° the attrition of the occupying forces . . . but might develop 
into all-out war if circumstances so determine. 

u, DUr u n§ u the War S firSt three days ' the S y rian regime probably 
hought that Israel was responding to its warning; when on the 

ourth day it seemed Israel was determined either to fight Syria in 
Lebanon or to extract considerable concessions, Syrian forces in 
e anon had already been outmaneuvered and defeated. 
Damascus then sought and obtained a cease-fire, which saved Syria 
rom a greater military defeat but which facilitated Israel's further 
movement into Beirut. 

As a new phase opened in the war Syria faced new challenges. It 
was vitally important to prevent an Israeli-Phalangist victory in 
Beirut and to appease Palestinians and other Arabs who accused 
Syna of deserting its Palestinian proteges when they most needed 
help. The still sizable Syrian forces in and near Beirut fought fiercely 
against the Israelis and made a considerable contribution to the 
creation of the stalemate in that area in mid-June. The elaborate and 
apo ogetic argument that was developed in Damascus to justify the 
acceptance of the June n cease-fire was rendered much more credi¬ 
ble by the continuing Syrian-Israeli fighting near Beirut. 33 

When the confusion of mid- and late June was replaced by the 
reality of a full-fledged Israeli siege of the city, Syria shaped its 
po icy to affect the unfolding conflicts over the PLO's departure 
from Beirut and over the broader settlement in Lebanon. The two 
were closely related. Once the PLO left Beirut, Bashir Jumayyil was 
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expected to form a new Lebanese government, and Israel and Leba¬ 
non could then join to press Syria to evacuate the sizable territories it 
still held in eastern and northern Lebanon. Syria initially refused to 
accept Palestinian evacuees from Beirut. But when a settlement 
seemed imminent the Ba'thi regime changed its mind and agreed to 
accept a large number of evacuees, partly in the hope of gaining 
assets for the more serious struggle that lay ahead: American in¬ 
debtedness for helping Philip Habib's mission and yet another 
source of influence over the PLO. But despite their ill-disguised 
dissatisfaction with Moscow's performance in June, 34 the Ba'thi 
Nft leaders continued to treat the Soviet Union as their major ally. They 
sought to renew a dialogue with Washington, but Washington was 
not to be fully trusted, and the Soviet Union was still the chief source 
of international support, the main deterrent against an Israeli offen¬ 
sive in the Beqa Valley and the source of weapons to replace the 
equipment lost in June. 

Bashir Jumayyal's election to the presidency was a dark moment 
for Syria, signifying as it did the probability of a strong Lebanese 
government allied with Israel and hostile to Syria. Jumayyil's as¬ 
sassination changed much of that, but Syria's public reaction was 
cautious—a note of relief and vindication coupled with an attempt 
to shift suspicions for sponsorship of the assassination from Syria to 
Israel. The massacre in Beirut, Amin Jumayyil's election to the presi¬ 
dency, and the new Soviet posture further improved Syria's 
position. 

As we saw earlier, the PLO's strategy of light resistance during 
the war's first three days had a far-reaching influence on subsequent 
developments. This strategy, it seems, reflected the PLO anticipa¬ 
tion of somewhat different Israeli moves. 

During the first half of 1982 the PLO leaders, like many others, 
expected a large-scale Israeli invasion, which they could conceiv¬ 
ably anticipate by changing their deployment or strategy. But such 
alteration was never considered seriously; the autonomous ter¬ 
ritorial base in southern Lebanon was much too valuable and the 
maintenance of a resolute stance against Israel too crucial. Israel, it 
was argued, was determined to attack the PLO in Lebanon and seek 
to eliminate it, and would find a pretext no matter what the PLO 
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did. The July 1981 cease-fire, as interpreted by the PLO, should be 
kept, so as not to provide Israel with too convenient a pretext and so 
as not to alienate the United States. The struggle should be pursued 
in other ways, and when the Israeli attack did occur, it might deal a 
physical blow to the organization but would ultimately provide it 
with another political victory. 35 

This optimistic view seems to have been more than a rationaliza¬ 
tion of the inevitable. It was, rather, based on an interpretation of 
the previous rounds of fighting in southern Lebanon and on a spe¬ 
cific scenario of the anticipated Israeli attack. The PLO leadership 
viewed the previous six years of armed conflict with Israel as an 
ever-expanding circle of violence in which its advantages as a guer¬ 
rilla organization fighting a regular army operating under severe 
political limitations were bound to increase with time. 

As for the impending invasion, although, it seems, the PLO lead¬ 
ership was aware of Sharon's meeting with Bashir Jumayyil in Janu¬ 
ary and considered the possibility that "Phalangist forces might join 
in the fray by attacking Palestinian camps in the southern outskirts 
of Beirut," its main concern was apparently Israel's anticipated at¬ 
tempt at "boxing the P.L.O. forces into a fairly small area and then 
grinding them down piecemeal." It expected "seaborne landings 
along Lebanon s coast road and helicopter landings in the Jezzine 
area" and "landings as far north as the Palestinian base in 
Damour ... to prevent reinforcements from reaching the embat¬ 
tled Palestinians in the south." 36 

Accordingly, when the war broke out, the PLO strategy was to 
conduct an orderly withdrawal to the north, seeking to inflict casu¬ 
alties on Israeli troops rather than to defend territory. This spoiled 
Israel's own objectives at that phase by facilitating a too-rapid ad¬ 
vance toward Beirut and the Beirut-Damascus road. Later, when 
Israel's further advance was halted, the influx of several thousand 
additional PLO combatants to Beirut served to reinforce the organi¬ 
zation's position during the siege. 

The PLO performed quite well in the limited fighting that took 
place during the siege and displayed a remarkable degree of internal 
unity in difficult circumstances. But efforts to maintain that unity 
reinforced the rigidity of the organization's political and diplomatic 
position in the face of Israeli military pressure. Without interna- 
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tional and Arab support and with most Lebanese political factions, 
including its own allies, seeking its departure, the PLO's only hope 
was a change in American policy. An effort to effect such a change 
might not have been successful in any case, but the telling point is 
that it was not seriously undertaken. 

It is ironic that the Lebanese state and political system for whose 
sake the 1982 war in Lebanon was fought, at least in part, remained 
passive almost to the war's end. To some extent this was a conse¬ 
quence of the preceding ten years of crisis. The Lebanese state had 
been emasculated, particularly in the areas under Syrian and Pal¬ 
estinian control where most of the fighting took place. Then the 
various political forces in the country had their own reasons for 
reticence or passivity. Israel's allies, as we saw, expected Israel to 
bear the brunt of the fighting. Some PLO allies among the militias 
participated in the fighting but most of the organization's political 
allies in the National Movement, tired of its domination, expected it 
to leave, and even said so. 

The effort made at the end of June to revive the Lebanese political 
system by convening a National Salvation Council representing the 
major political forces in the country failed because it was premature. 
It was by then clear that the war's first two weeks had shifted the 
balance of power in Lebanon, but as long as the war was not over, 
those who had lost power were unwilling to acknowledge the 
change. Also, with PLO and Syrian forces still in Beirut and Israeli 
troops closing in, circumstances were not conducive to Lebanese 
national reconciliation. Beyond these considerations, there was an 
unarticulated sense that the foreign invaders and occupiers should 
be allowed to complete their war before a fresh start in Lebanese 
politics was attempted. 
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An Interim Assessment 


Between Amin Jumayyil's election and the end of 1982, much had 
happened but not much had changed in the Lebanese dilemma. The 
new president assumed power in deceptively auspicious circum¬ 
stances—he was elected by an unusually large majority of the parlia¬ 
ment, he was greeted by Lebanese Christian leaders, Syria, and the 
PLO, who saw him as a vast improvement over his late brother, and 
he enjoyed U.S. support. At the behest of his Sunni allies, he re¬ 
tained as prime minister Shafiq al-Wazzan, who formed a "tech¬ 
nocratic cabinet," clearly a transitional arrangement, which, when a 
measure of stability and normalization had been secured, would be 
replaced by a "political cabinet" reflecting the new realities of Leba¬ 
nese politics. 

But during the following months normalization seemed remote 
because of the war's immediate and paradoxical outcome. The war 
did have a profound impact on Lebanon, but it did not break the 
deadlock that had characterized the Lebanese crisis during the pre¬ 
vious four years, and seemed, in fact, to have in some ways com¬ 
pounded it. 

To a considerable extent the new ramifications of deadlock de¬ 
rived from the turn of events in mid-September. Bashir Jumayyil 
had had a clear-cut strategy—to assume office, to demand the evac¬ 
uation of Syrian forces, and to rely on Israel's help to secure their 
withdrawal. Following that, an Israeli withdrawal was to be ob¬ 
tained through negotiations, and the authority of the Lebanese state 
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was to be extended over much of Lebanon's territory. Many Leba¬ 
nese Muslims feared and distrusted the president-elect but their 
reservations would be mitigated by their relief that the war and their 
domination by Syria, the PLO, and the Muslim militias had ended. 
It would not have been an easy strategy to implement and it might 
very well have failed, but it was never tested. 1 

Bashir Jumayyil's assassination and the subsequent massacre in 
Sabra and Shatila had far-reaching consequences for the two chief 
agents of change in Lebanon. His supporters in the Lebanese Front 
and Lebanese Forces lost their leader and moving spirit. The origi¬ 
nal plan had called for their integration into the Lebanese system 
and armed forces, endowing these with new power and vigor. Now 
they formally accepted the new president as their head of state and 
party leader, but he, his entourage, and his policies had to be 
watched, and tested. 

Israel's plans for Lebanon were based to a large degree on Bashir 
Jumayyil personally. In Israeli eyes his brother represented a 
markedly different outlook on Lebanon's future, and relationship 
with Israel, and could not be relied upon to cooperate in securing 
even some of the goals for which the war had been launched. In 
addition, the massacres in Sabra and Shatila and the appointment of 
a commission of inquiry to look into possible Israeli responsibility 
for them cast a shadow over the Begin government. As long as the 
commission's work had not been completed, the government's fu¬ 
ture was uncertain and its power curtailed. (In February 1983, the 
Kahan Commission's report was published; it found fault with the 
conduct of several cabinet members and army officers. The govern¬ 
ment as a whole survived its publication, but Ariel Sharon was 
forced to resign as minister of defense.) 

In this uncertain state of affairs, the evacuation of Israelis, Syr¬ 
ians, and the PLO from Lebanon could not be set in motion. Israel, 
the Lebanese government, and the Reagan administration were 
interested in an early agreement, but their divergent aims and Syr¬ 
ian and PLO opposition militated against one. Israel wanted an 
agreement that would embody its achievement and allow it to bring 
Israeli troops back from Lebanon. But it insisted on Syrian and 
Palestinian withdrawal, as well as on a substantial agreement with 
the Lebanese government providing both for security arrangements 
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in the south and for a measure of normalization in the relationship 
of the two states. 

These conditions were difficult to meet. The PLO held on to what¬ 
ever territory it had in Lebanon under a Syrian umbrella and in fact 
fought to expand it. Syria wanted to keep its troops in Lebanon to 
protect its investment and to influence the course of events still 
taking shape. The other Israeli aims—security in the south and 
some normalization of relations with the government in Beirut— 
were also unacceptable to Syria, as, by and large, was Washington's 
policy in Lebanon and in the region. Syria viewed Lebanon as its 
own sphere of influence, and an American policy seeking a Syrian 
withdrawal and a Lebanese government independent of Damascus 
had to be obstructed. The same applied to the Reagan plan and the 
effort to bring about a Jordanian-Israeli settlement on the West 
Bank, which was a policy bound to isolate Syria, weaken its claim to 
custodianship of the Palestinian issue, and to leave it as the only 
Arab state that had failed to retrieve the territory lost in 1967. In 
September, the two issues had become linked, leading the Syrian 
leadership to perceive that by opposing American policy in Lebanon 
it was also obstructing the Reagan plan. 

Syria's hand was dramatically strengthened by the Soviet Union's 
decision in the fall of 1982 to dispatch new ground-to-air missiles 
and Soviet personnel to Syria. There were two ways by which the 
United States and Israel might possibly induce Syria to take its 
forces out of Lebanon. One was Israeli force or the threat of it. In the 
circumstances obtaining after mid-September, this possibility was 
not seen as very likely, and the Soviet Union's reappearance in the 
area made it even less so. The other approach was an American 
effort to create political inducements for Syria to leave. But with the 
larger regional policy proposed in the Reagan plan and the new 
Soviet-Syrian cooperation, this was not a practical option. 

For his part, Amin Jumayyil was both reluctant and hard put to 
respond to Israel's demands, and was opposed to a close relation¬ 
ship with Israel. 2 His administration in some respects was a return 
to a more traditional pattern of Lebanese politics—an alliance be¬ 
tween a Maronite president and the Sunni Zu'ama of Beirut. Sa’ib 
Salam and his colleagues, who had been eclipsed by the PLO and 
the militias in the 1970s, were cast once again in the roles of spokes- 
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men for Arabism and Islam and representatives inside Lebanon of 
The San* and other Arab points of view .3 Th e Lebanese go = 
ment dealt also directly with Syria and was subjected to its pressures 
regarding both the bilateral Syrian-Lebanese relationship and Leba¬ 
non's relations with the United States and Israel. 

As Syria, Israel, and the PLO continued to occupy the bulk of 
Lebanon's territory, the writ of Amin Jumayyil's government was 
limited to an area not much larger than that of his 
Beirut itself was free of the presence of Syria, the PLO, and the 
Muslim militias, but tension was growing between the new presi¬ 
dent and those in his military forces and, to a lesser extent, in the 
party, who remained loyal to his brother. This group s ins ^“ 
the need for the Israeli alliance was but one of the bones °f conte 
hon between them and those who came to occupy chief positions 
the new administration: the group of traditional politicians person¬ 
al confidants and technocrats surrounding Amin JumayyiL 

The outbreaks of violence in two different parts of Lebanon, the 
city of Tripoli in the north and the Shuf mountains just east and 
south of Beirut, illustrated both the intricacies of the Lebanese crisis 
at the end of 1982 and the helplessness of the new central gove 
ment. 4 The fighting in Tripoli reflected the rivalries Syna 

and Iraq, Sunnis and Alawis, local militias and the PLO - L * e ™ 
of northern Lebanon, the area lay outside the actual jurisdictio 
the central government, which had hardly any effect on the conflict 
Some aspects of the disputes were traditional and famihar-the 
Faranjiyyas' hostility to the Jumayyils, and Rashid Karami s nva ry 
with the Sunni politicians of Beirut. But there were novel questions 
as well: was the PLO trying to substitute Tripoli for Beirut, and was 
Syria drawing the lines of a virtual partition of Lebanom 
^ similar mixture of old and new elements characterized the: g 
ing between Druze villagers and Maronite militia in the Shufm °“" 
tains The struggle between the two communities for control of the 
region dates bSc to the eighteenth century, when the Maromtes 
migrated southward and the Maronite Emir Bashir II tried to brea 
the power of the rebellious Junblatts. In 1976, when he cnhazed 
Kamal Junblatt's attitude toward the Maromtes, Hafiz a 
charged that what was involved was a vendetta with roots exten - 
ing a hundred-and-forty years into the past. In i 9T7 , as has already 
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been mentioned, the Druzes vented their anger at Kamal Junblatt s 
assassination on their Maronite neighbors in the Shuf, and Mar- 
onites fled. In the summer of 1982, taking advantage of the heyday 
of the Phalangist-Israeli alliance, they returned to the Shuf, accom¬ 
panied by men of the Lebanese Forces. They were seeking more 
than a restoration of the 1977 status quo: they wanted to guarantee 
the central government control over Mount Lebanon, particularly 
that part of it that was so close to Beirut. But what the Phalanges saw 
as an extension of the state's authority, the Druzes perceived as a 
threat to dispossess them. As they have done on similar occasions in 
the past, the Druzes closed ranks and prepared to display their 
military skill. 

After a wave of fighting in the vicinity of the capital, the Lebanese 
Forces were defeated, and Israel in turn faced a dilemma. Though 
the Druzes were a loyal minority in Israel, the Junblatts, who were 
seen as the dominant force in the Lebanese Druze community, were 
considered anti-Israeli. As long as Bashir Jumayyil was alive, the 
Israeli government tended to side with the Phalanges. But with 
Amin Jumayyil distancing himself from Israel, the Israelis won¬ 
dered why they should confront the Druze community in Lebanon, 
alienating their own Druze community, for an increasingly ques¬ 
tionable alliance with Maronite groups. But Israel's decision to take 
a neutral attitude between Druzes and Maronites in the Shuf was 
soon resented by both parties. 

The Lebanese Druze community played a dual role in these 
events: undoubtedly motivated by anxiety that the Phalange's 
power would be extended at its expense, it was also seeking a larger 
place on the national political scene. Though the Druzes constitute 
but 6 percent of Lebanon's population, their location, social organi¬ 
zation, and military ability have endowed them with an influence 
well beyond their numerical strength, as the events of 1982 demon¬ 
strated. Furthermore, as the Lebanese state's jurisdiction shrank, 
the Druze population's relative weight increased. 

In an effort to end the stalemate, the Lebanese government 
adopted a two-pronged strategy. A format and venue for formal 
negotiations with Israel under American auspices and with Ameri¬ 
can participation were agreed upon. At the same time members of 
Amin Jumayyil's entourage conducted secret negotiations with the 
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Israeli minister of defense in which the principles of a Lebanese- 
Israeli agreement were apparently arrived at. This agreement was to 
underwrite the success of the formal negotiations, in the wake of 
which withdrawal of Israeli, Syrian, and Palestinian forces and the 
ensuing reconstruction of the Lebanese state would follow. But 
when Sharon disclosed that the agreement had been reached— 
apparently seeking to force the Lebanese government's hand and to 
strengthen his own government's position—the Lebanese govern¬ 
ment denied its existence, and the formal negotiations began at the 
end of December with a wide gap separating the positions of the two 
parties. An end to the stalemate seemed a distant and uncertain 
prospect. The war of 1982, which sought to solve the Lebanese 
crisis, fitted instead into its pattern—sustained domestic conflict, 
punctuated by outbursts of violence that change the balance of 
power within the Lebanese equation but not the equation's con¬ 
tours, and intertwined with foreign intervention and occupation. 

That pattern and the subsequent reformulation of the Lebanese 
political order are familiar phenomena in Lebanon's modern histo¬ 
ry. The periods 1840-61,1914-20,1940-46, and the year 1958 fit the 
same mold. In the twentieth century, conflict over Lebanon has 
revolved around four rival concepts of the Lebanese state: a small 
Christian Lebanon, a greater Christian Lebanon, a greater pluralis¬ 
tic Lebanon, and an Arab Lebanon. A small Christian Lebanon 
existed during the period of the autonomous Mutasarifiyya at the 
sufferance of the Ottoman Empire and with the support of the Euro¬ 
pean powers. Emile Edde was the most prominent of the Maronite 
politicians who during the twenties, thirties, and forties advocated a 
return to the notion of a smaller, predominantly Christian Lebanon 
primarily in the conviction that, because of demographic reality, a 
greater Lebanon was bound to lose its Christian character. 

That character was maintained as long as France had the will and 
the power to support it. When France lost its position in Lebanon 
during World War II, the Lebanese devised a formula for a pluralis¬ 
tic Lebanon. For some thirty years, until it collapsed in 1975, there 
existed a Christian-Muslim partnership under Christian hegemony. 
The main pressure on that system came from the advocates of an 
Arab Lebanon (in its Syrian and Pan-Arab versions). During the 
next seven years the Lebanese, Syrian, and Palestinian champions 


An Interim Assessment 


of this concept controlled most of Lebanon's territory, and seemed 
increasingly able to contend for the domination of the Lebanese 
state and political system. 

At first there was no uniform Maronite response to this challenge, 
but in time the Phalange—and the Lebanese Front and Lebanese 
Forces, which it dominated—came to speak for the Maronite com¬ 
munity. Their position developed through a number of phases. At 
the outset the Phalange fought to preserve the Lebanese system of 
1 943~75- By the end of 1975, persuaded that this could not be done, 
it opted reluctantly for a smaller Christian Lebanon. The change was 
manifested in military strategy as well as in ideological formula¬ 
tions. Then in the late 1970s came a phase devoid of clear-cut strat¬ 
egy—the Phalange cooperated with both Syria and Israel and then 
contended with the ambiguities of the transition from the civil war 
of 1975-76 to the lingering crisis. It entertained a vague notion of 
cantonization, which was a rationalization of the status quo as much 
as a plan for the future. 

A profound change came in 1980, when the establishment of a 
Christian Lebanon embracing the territory of greater Lebanon, or 
most of it, appeared feasible. Israel would play the role of France 
and neutralize the PLO and Syria, and the mobilized Maronite com¬ 
munity could easily dominate the rest of Lebanon. It was an attitude 
remarkably similar to that of the 1918-20 Maronite nationalists, who 
had exerted pressure on French policymakers to create a Greater 
Lebanon. As we saw, there emerged another school of thought, first 
in the 1930s and more clearly during the 1975-76 civil war, which 
argued that the creation of Greater Lebanon was a mistake and a 
tragedy, that Christian Lebanon should be a self-sustaining entity. 
But the quest for larger Lebanon and the tendency to rely on exter¬ 
nal support—French, British, American, Syrian, or Israeli—ephemeral 
as it may be, remained important elements of the Maronite political 
tradition. 

It would be erroneous to assume that a concrete plan was formu¬ 
lated by Bashir Jumayyil in 1980 and carried out in 1982. But the 
commander of the Lebanese Forces did have a set of ideas on the 
nature of the Lebanese entity and state and on their future relation¬ 
ship with their constituent communities and external environment 
that he set out to implement by whatever methods were feasible. 
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As his party's new programs and his speeches indicated, Bashir 
Jumayyil and his circle believed that Christian hegemony in Leba¬ 
non was not a function of numbers but of historic tradition. That 
hegemony should be based on the military and political power of 
the Maronite community and its allies in Lebanon, and that power 
in turn should, at least for the time being, be based on an alliance 
with Israel and on a new approach to domestic politics. The weak 
Lebanese state should be replaced by a powerful state, commanding 
a strong military force and the direct allegiance of the citizens. And 
yet, most of the institutions of the Lebanese state—the "Lebanese 
legitimacy"—should be maintained. A strong Lebanese state and a 
strong Maronite community would find the necessary domestic po¬ 
litical allies for the functioning of the parliamentary system. And if 
played correctly, the Israeli card would ensure the maintenance of 
Lebanon's relations with the rest of the Arab world, important not 
only to the Muslim communities, but also to the economic interests 
of Maronite businessmen. It would be wrong to view the Phalanges 
as strictly mountain vigilantes fighting to preserve their traditions 
and political privileges against the cosmopolitanism and Arabism of 
the coastal towns. 5 Such considerations were undoubtedly impor¬ 
tant, especially among the Phalangist armed militias and the north 
Lebanese clans, but their influence was reduced by others, some of 
them in Bashir Jumayyil's own entourage, who urged the develop¬ 
ment of the Maronites' relationship with other Lebanese commu¬ 
nities and with Lebanon's Arab environment. 

Bashir Jumayyil's one public pronouncement in the summer of 
1982 that came close to presenting a comprehensive program for the 
future was delivered on June 18 over the Voice of Lebanon. He told 
his listeners that: "the new Lebanon would be built on bases com¬ 
pletely different from the hegemony, vituperations, indifference, 
and irresponsibility on which Lebanon has been built since 
1943. . . . We must not return to the past; we must forget the old 
establishments. . . . From now on we must not have a Chamber of 
Deputies which includes middlemen and profiteers. ... We must 
not have weak presidents who appease everybody." He said noth¬ 
ing, naturally, about Christian-Maronite hegemony. "Lebanon for 
which we have gambled for eight years, will be for everybody, 
without any sectarian or religious discrimination. . . . We must 
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Iims, our partners in destiny, particularly since many of them have 

n! 8 tT t0 , Understand us " But allusions to the profound changes 
that lay ahead were carefully planted in the speech: "we will build a 
new Lebanon and a new national charter," and "now that our mili¬ 
tary organizations with their artillery and vehicles have performed 
eir mission," they would have to be integrated into the state sys- 
tem It was premature and impolitic to elaborate this point, and the 
would-be president merely stated, "it is our duty immediately to 
study the future of our state in the light of urgent developments." 

The conciliatory elements discernible in Bashir Jumayyil's atti¬ 
tude to Lebanon's Muslim population and Arab hinterland were far 
more prominent in the outlook of Amin Jumayyil and his entourage. 
It is difficult to separate the personal from the political and ideologi¬ 
cal dimensions in a political family, but in the late 1970s and early 
1980s Amin Jumayyil and his wing of the Phalange appeared as 
loyal opposition and corrective to the policies of his brother If 
Bashir Jumayyil sought to recreate a Christian greater Lebanon, 
Amm Jumayyil was, both before and after his election to the presi- 
ency, an advocate of the restoration of the pluralistic Lebanon of 
1943 - 75 - Reality, moreover, reinforced the new president's prefer¬ 
ences. The Maronite community and the Lebanese Front had lost 
e cohesive leadership of the previous few years, the Lebanese 
state was weak, and Lebanese politics was a network of over lap- 
ping alliances and rivalries. 


he Israeli government's decision in 1982 to launch a military 
operation that sought among other things to help Israel's Maronite 
ally gam power in Lebanon and to generate broad regional changes 
can be seen in the context of both Israel's specific relationship with 
Lebanon and the evolution of its policies in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

The previous occasion when an Israeli action in Lebanon was 
viewed as a key to a change in Israel's regional position was in 1954. 
The idea had come up in a small way in 1950-51, when the Israeli 
government considered investing money in trying to help the Pha- 

3n ^ e ® 6Veral seats ln Parliament. Several Israeli emissaries met 
with a Phalangist politician, Elyas Rababi, who was trying to solicit 
financial and political support. Some of the Israelis dealing with the 
issue argued that it would be useful to encourage pro-Israeli ele- 
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ments in order to have a friendly Christian Lebanon, but the domi¬ 
nant view was that the efforts would be futile, so the result was that 
a symbolic sum of money was spent. 6 But an entirely different 
situation obtained in 1954. David Ben-Gurion, who had resigned 
the premiership and retreated to Sdeh Boker, remained preoc¬ 
cupied with Israel's national security problems and particularly 
with the combined effects of regional and international isolation. He 
came to the conclusion that Lebanon, "the weakest link in the 
[Arab] League's chain," was the place in which a breakthrough 
could be effected that would lead to a qualitative change in Israel's 
regional position. 7 His plan called for the establishment of a smaller 
"Maronite state" that would be allied to Israel. Ben-Gurion had 
given thought to Israel's relationship with the Lebanese Christians 
in the past. In July 1937, after analyzing the recommendations of the 
Peel commission, he determined that one of its most important 
contributions was "the allotment of the whole Galilee to the Jews 
and the extension of our border in the north to the Lebanese fron¬ 
tier. This contiguity has huge political value because both Lebanon 
and the Jews are interested in it. The Christians in Lebanon would 
hardly be able to survive without a neighboring Jewish state, and we 
too are interested in an alliance with Christian Lebanon." 8 He was 
clearly familiar with the ideas held in the 1930s and 1940s by Emile 
Edde and his followers. "It was France's gravest error," he wrote to 
his successor, Moshe Sharett, "to have expanded Lebanon's bor¬ 
ders," and he knew that there were those in Lebanon who had "no 
need for expanded borders and a large Muslim community." Ben- 
Gurion argued that "the establishment of a Christian state here is a 
natural matter; it has historic roots and will be supported by great 
forces in the Christian world." He realized that the Lebanese Mar- 
onites themselves had come to accept the status quo, but argued 
that "in a time of confusion, commotion and revolution or civil war 
things change and the meek person feels like a hero." Israel should 
seize the opportunity and bring about "the formation of a neighbor¬ 
ing Christian state." This seemed to him to be "the central task or at 
least one of the central tasks of our foreign policy." 

The idea was revived a year later, when Ben-Gurion returned to 
Sharett's government as minister of defense, and the prospect of an 
Iraqi takeover in Syria raised fresh anxieties in Israel. Ben-Gurion's 
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plan was supported by Moshe Dayan, then chief of staff, who, 
according to Sharett's sardonic description, believed that "all that is 
needed is to find an officer, even at the rank of captain, to win him 
over or buy his co-operation so as to declare himself the savior of the 
Maronite population. Then the IDF will enter Lebanon, occupy the 
relevant territory and form a Christian government in alliance with 
Israel. The territory south of the Litani will be annexed to Israel and 
everything will fall into place." 9 

David Ben-Gurion and Moshe Dayan were the leading figures of 
the school in Israeli public life which saw the solution to Israel's 
national security problems in bold, activist policies. Foreign policy, 
particularly relations with the great powers, was a crucial aspect of 
national security policy, but against the wall of Arab hostility, diplo¬ 
macy and political gestures could be fatuous, and the state's military 
might was the key to its survival. In the early and mid-1950s their 
school defeated the rival one of which Moshe Sharett was the most 
notable representative and which believed that diplomacy and the 
political act should play a greater role in Israel's national security 
policies. During Sharett's premiership (when his school enjoyed a 
brief moment of limited supremacy), he ruled out any bold Israeli 
initiative in Lebanon. His considerable familiarity with Lebanese 
politics (which his exchange of letters with Ben-Gurion amply re¬ 
flects) persuaded him that the agitation for a Maronite state had not 
developed into a serious movement in previous decades; "and with 
the course of time these voices disappeared as well." Sharett 
marshaled impressive arguments against Ben-Gurion's plan. But 
the brunt of them (though not phrased in these terms) was that the 
Maronites had come to accept the pluralistic formula of the first 1943 
Lebanese republic: "As for the Maronites, the great majority among 
them have for years given their support to those practical political 
leaders of the community who had long relinquished the dream of 
restoring past glories and have staked their future on a Christian 
Muslim coalition inside Lebanon." 10 

Sharett's line typified the Foreign Ministry's traditional skepti¬ 
cism regarding an Israeli alliance with Lebanese Christians. Thus, in 
December 1950, cautioning against pinning high hopes on the Pha¬ 
lange and on an Israeli nexus with them, Gidion Rafael wrote to the 
director general of the Foreign Ministry: "In the present circum- 
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stances in the Middle East, I cannot imagine that a Christian move¬ 
ment, when it reaches power in Lebanon, will dare enter into a 
conflict with the Moslem world by maintaining friendly ties with 
Israel. On the contrary, my opinion is that so long as the other Arab 
states persevere in their stubborn policy towards Israel, Lebanon 
will not be able, even under a friendly Christian government, to give 
concrete expression to friendly proclivities." 11 

It is tempting to interpret Ben-Gurion's and Dayan s statements 
as early manifestations of an Israeli grand design on Lebanon, final¬ 
ly attempted some twenty-five years later. But such a direct line 
cannot be drawn. The 1954-55 debate is not entirely irrelevant, as 
we shall see, to Israel's policies in 1982, but its real importance lies 
elsewhere: the Ben-Gurion-Sharett exchange of letters illuminates 
Israel's outlook on its role in the region at that time and its specific 
view of Lebanon both as a neighbor and as a possible key to over¬ 
coming Israel's regional isolation. Ben-Gurion and most other Isra¬ 
elis saw Pan-Arab nationalism as the most hostile force in the re¬ 
gion. As long as that doctrine held sway, Israel would remain 
isolated from its neighbors and would have to survive by the sword. 
Any change in the balance of power (as a result, for example, of 
Britain's withdrawal from the Suez, an Iraqi takeover in Syria, or the 
Czech arms deal with Egypt) would jeopardize Israel s existence. As 
well as a deterrent military force and international support, Israel 
needed to look for any crack in the wall of Arab hostility. The best 
place to find such cracks would be among the other opponents of 
Pan-Arab nationalism, particularly the non-Sunni Muslim commu¬ 
nities in the Arab world. As early as the 1930s and 1940®' members 
of the political department of the Jewish Agency, an embryonic 
foreign office, developed working relationships with political lead¬ 
ers in several Arab countries, particularly in Lebanon. The lingering 
effects of this period are evident in the text of Ben-Gurion's letter to 
Sharett, and its sequels can be found in Israel's aid to the Kurds in 
Iraq and other minorities in conflict with Arab nationalist regimes. A 
similar aim motivated Ben-Gurion to develop in the late 1950s, 
when it became feasible, "the policy of the periphery"—the alliance 
with Turkey, Iran, and Ethiopia against Pan-Arab nationalism in its 
Nasserite embodiment. 

This alliance, one of the important manifestations of Israel's abil- 
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ity to break out of the isolation of the early 1950s, made Israelis more 
secure and confident, but in the core area of the Middle East, Israel's 
immediate environment, the Arab-Israeli conflict remained intracta¬ 
ble even after the Six Day War. In that context, Israel's relations with 
Lebanon from 1955 to 1975 remained a marginal aspect of its Middle 
East policies. 

We considered in the previous chapter the process that led Israel, 
between the summer of 1981 and the summer of 1982, to launch a 
military operation designed to accomplish a remarkably ambitious 
set of goals. But to understand the Israeli decision, we must examine 
how the connection between Israel and a number of Maronite 
groups developed into an intimate alliance with Bashir Jumayyil 
and the Lebanese Front. 

The relationship had been complex from the start. Israel and the 
Maronite militias had some common enemies and overlapping in¬ 
terests in Lebanon, but not identical ones, a situation that became 
apparent during Pierre Jumayyil's first meeting with the Israeli lead¬ 
ership in 1976. Jumayyil wisely refrained from trying to explain 
away the anti-Israeli statements and actions of his and his party's 
long career. "Fortress Lebanon," a small Christian-Maronite Leba¬ 
non in conflict with Muslims and Arabs, was for Jumayyil a last 
resort. If a version of the pluralistic Lebanon of 1943 was to be 
revived, the relationship with Israel had to remain limited, surrep¬ 
titious, and temporary. Lebanon was part of the Arab world and 
could thrive only as such. Furthermore, although the PLO was a 
dangerous enemy, it was the establishment of Israel that had 
brought the Palestinian refugees to Lebanon; Israel thus bore at least 
some responsibility for the collapse of a system that, as the Phalange 
saw it, would have prevailed had the matter been left to the Leba¬ 
nese. Finally, Israel could not be fully trusted as the Maronites, 
guarantor and savior. The Maronite leaders had tried since 1976 to 
draw from Israel a firm commitment, but Israel refused to go to war 
on their behalf then and was likely to refuse to do so in the future. 

Pierre Jumayyil s reservations were held even more vigorously by 
the wing of the party identified with his older son, Amin. Bashir 
Jumayyil had different views but he and his circle occasionally dis¬ 
played similar reservations. 

Israel s concerns, as the senior partner in the alliance, were of a 
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different nature. Could the Phalanges be trusted not to turn around 
and conclude a deal with Syria and the other Arab states with whom 
they maintained contact? Would they really fight for their own 
cause or would they expect Israel to fight on their behalf? And 
would they draw Israel into an ever-greater commitment beyond its 
control and against its better judgment? 

These questions were underlined by the fighting in Zahle in 
1980-81 and the missile crisis in 1981. Some Israelis, the deputy 
minister of defense in particular, argued the Lebanese Front 
provoked the fighting and was drawing Israel into the confronta¬ 
tion. During the crisis it came to light that Israel had made a commit¬ 
ment to the Lebanese not to let Syria use its air force against Leba¬ 
nese forces, and it honored this commitment by shooting down two 
Syrian helicopters. But Israel was forced to state the limits of the 
commitment in explicit terms. Prime Minister Begin's oral message 
to Bashir Jumayyil, the text of which he read in the Knesset, affords 
an unusual insight into the evolution of the Israeli relationship with 
the Lebanese Front: 

An emissary of ours communicated to them, in the name of the cabi¬ 
net committee for Defense affairs the following—hold on, we will 
continue to help you directly and indirectly. Directly with effective 
weapons and indirectly by putting all the diplomatic factors to 
work. . . . Second, we repeat our promise that should the Christians 
be attacked by the Syrian air force we will help you with our air force. 
Thirdly, we will continue to hit the [Palestinian] saboteurs. I further 
told them—our emissary reported to us—that the decision had been 
reached after a lengthy, thorough, and profound series of discussions 
in the framework of the war cabinet. I emphasized ... the sense of 
heavy responsibility which all shared in view of the grave situation 
portrayed by the Christians. I pointed out that the Israeli government 
saw no reason for changing its earlier decision not to be drawn into war 
with Syria except on the basis of its own considerations. This does not 
contradict the statement that the security and survival of the Christians 
and the preservation of a non-hostile Lebanon are vital to Israel's se¬ 
curity. I added that this repeated decision, despite the severity of the 
situation was perhaps easier than the one made in October 1978. When 
the men, namely the Christian emissary from Lebanon and his friends 
and someone else as well, argued that they could not bear the loss of 
Zahle, which had actually not been lost, I said that the State of Israel in 
her wars, which are not over yet, knew how to lose territories and 
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Sec?v e e m i 2 and ^ ^ ° ne needs patience a " d ** right 

The events of 1981 led to a period of reassessment on both sides 
shtr Jumayyil and the Lebanese Front entered an "Arab phase"- 
hey announced the cessation of their relationship with Israel and 
ir vvi mgness to let Saudi Arabia seek a solution to the Lebanese 

tics Bv the 8 H f M adlti T ar PattemS ° f LebaneSe and Arab P oli - 
• y he end of November, particularly after the Fez Arab sum¬ 
mit it was evident that the attempt had failed. Bashir jumayyil's 
sentiments were clearly reflected in the powerful speech he deliv- 

fullv ° n OV H m er f 9 ’ The Israeli connection ' which had never been 
fully severed, was fully resumed. 

From the Israeli point of view, another important change had 

aken place during the same period. As the Kahan report tf 1983 

an other sources have shown, Israel's relationship with the Pha- 

Mof rt h u JUmayy0 ' 3 relati °nship maintained by the 
Mossad had been controversial. How the Mossad presented the 

Inteir ° * 6 ? fT ShlP 1S n0t known ' but we are told *at Military 
Intelligence (which was entrusted in practice with preparing the 

nahonal intelligence estimate) had a low opinion of Phalangist polit- 

ica and military reliability.^ By the end of 1981, however, such 

th i u , ° f ° pimon were completely overshadowed by the fact 

b6COme ,ar8eIy 3 perS ° nal 

Ariel Sharon and Bashir Jumayyil, and was fitted into Israel's "big 

But as the events of the war and its aftermath clearly showed it 
s a relationship too ambiguous and too slight for the baggage it 
had to carry. The Lebanese Front, whose cooperation in the wax was 
enhal for the successful implementation of the original Israeli 
P a ", et , rmmed to limit hs participation to a minimum, obstruct- 
june b P fn , CaUS T g COnfusion and complications by the end of 

,, u Was funous with Bashir Jumayyil and the Front it 

could hardly afford a display of anger since their cooperation re- 
mamed mdispensabJe. Israel's Lebanese allies were £1 turn £ 

take tTi y f u fluctuatlons m planning produced by the give and 

leadership Th^ 6 Tf °' <*"•* “4 

leadership. The relationship was further altered when Bashir 
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Jumayyil was elected president and began to act as the head of a 
sovereign state, a man with additional options and obligations, 
rather than as a dependent junior partner. 

Israel's pondering the significance of this change was cut short by 
Bashir Jumayyil's assassination. His brother did not want an Israeli 
alliance as such. He had to accept Israel's massive presence in Leba¬ 
non and realized that it could also be used to counterbalance Syria 
and the PLO. But often as his emissaries explained that his public 
conduct and pronouncements, affected by objective constraints, 
differed from his real outlook, their Israeli counterparts remained 
suspicious. In the final months of 1982, conflict over the future of the 
Phalange, the Lebanese Front, and the Maronite community con¬ 
tinued and with it the debate over the community's ability, through 
its control of the central government, to dominate the Lebanese 
state. Between June and December 1982, Israel discovered that 
Bashir Jumayyil did not fully represent the Phalange, that the Pha¬ 
lange did not represent the whole Maronite community, that the 
Maronite community did not speak for all Lebanese Christians, and 
that Lebanon's Christians were no longer assured of their 
ascendancy. 

But the evolution of the Israeli-Maronite and the broader Israeli- 
Lebanese relationship should not be seen in purely political terms. 
For six years the connection had been clandestine, limited to a small 
number of participants on each side. The war of 1982 brought a large 
number of Lebanese and Israelis into contact. The enthusiasm with 
which many Maronites, and other Lebanese, received the Israeli 
troops dissipated; the liberators of June became a force of occupa¬ 
tion before December. But in other ways the encounter between 
Lebanese and Israelis was different from the previous two encoun¬ 
ters between Israel and Arab societies: the West Bank and Gaza 
since 1967 and Egypt since 1980. Israel clearly had no territorial 
ambitions, and cooperation among various political leaders and 
groups has been open. Economic and commercial cooperation has 
also developed well beyond the exigencies of occupation as, on a 
more limited scale, have social and cultural relations. Israeli and 
Lebanese societies have acquired a more nuanced view of each 
other's complexities and weaknesses, even though these were ten¬ 
uous developments, overshadowed by political issues and events. 
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But absorbing as the intricacies of the Israeli-Lebanese relation¬ 
ship are, they should not overshadow the significance of the war of 
1982 for the attitudes and policies of both sides in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. The conduct of the war and the public debate it generated 
reflected the two societies' responses to the settlement and peace 
process after the profound changes of the 1970s. 

In Israel the rift between government and opposition was in some 
respects a reincarnation of the national security debate in the 1950s. 
The Labor party, or the mainstream of opposition to the Likud 
government, inherited Moshe Sharett's position. Its large national¬ 
ist wing and its sensitivity to the voters' reaction prevented the 
Labor party from adopting a consistent position, but one can be 
distilled from the total of its actions and statements. 

The opening of the settlement process, its development into the 
peace process, and other subsequent events persuaded the advo¬ 
cates of this line that a qualitative change had taken place in Arab- 
Israeli relations and that the process should go ahead. True, nego¬ 
tiations were bound to be difficult, and the Arab position on the 
Palestinian issue and the international support for it were dissonant 
with the position of Israel, to whom the same issue was crucially 
important. But this was a shortsighted view. Israel's greater power 
should be translated into advantages through negotiations rather 
than into a consolidation of its hold on the West Bank. 

The Likud's leadership, in turn, made a conscious effort to cast 
itself in the role of Ben-Gurion, a leader of political and military 
daring and also a chief architect of Zionism's material basis. Israel 
was powerful, and the Arab world was not interested in genuine 
peace. This government made peace with Egypt, conceded and 
sacrificed, and received a hollow peace in return. If real peace could 
not be negotiated with Egypt, it could certainly not be negotiated 
with Syria and Jordan, let alqne the PLO. Egypt maintained a formal 
peace with Israel because of Israel's power; that power should be 
used to consolidate the territorial basis of Israel's existence and 
security and to create a regional role for Israel, which other states of 
the region would respect. Upon such a sound material foundation, 
political and diplomatic activities could be predicated later. It would 
be premature and hazardous to depend on them now. 

The Likud's position was coherent, activist, and assertive, free of 
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the uncertainties and ambiguities of the opposition's. Its attraction 
was grudgingly acknowledged by a perceptive Israeli writer to the 
left of the Labor party, who saw the second electoral victory of the 
Likud and the war in Lebanon as different manifestations of the 
same process: 


The major problem of the Labor alignment's fall has to do with the 
sense of impotence it radiated in the 1970s. A certain paralysis pre¬ 
vailed. ... A lot can be said against the present government, but not 
that it is not creative. It is sometimes a dangerous creativity, one that 
may lead us to destruction, but it is not willing to let the problems sink 
and stay as they are. . . . [The War in Lebanon] is the distinctive il¬ 
lustration [of this creativity]. And by creativity I mean effervescence, 
the will to keep addressing problems can be solved which may be 
derived also from the feeling that ambiguities cannot be tolerated over 
time. Labor's flag, the more essential flag, is territorial compromise. It 
is not just a political matter. It is a broader psychological matter, some¬ 
thing lukewarm in the middle. 14 


But the war of 1982 offered little reward to the advocates of assert¬ 
ive action. Instead, it threatened to become yet another manifesta¬ 
tion of the "cunning of history." The military campaign, which 
began with the support of a broad segment of Israeli opinion, turned 
into Israel's most controversial and divisive war. Its initiators were 
subjected to the scrutiny of a commission of inquiry whose findings 
had a profound impact on their political futures and possibly on the 
broader course of Israeli politics. The war, furthermore, produced 
results well beyond the expectations of its planners—the Reagan 
plan of September 1982 and the PLO's growing dependence on 
Syria. Like the Middle East war of 1973, the Lebanese war of 1982 
could propel the Arab-Israeli settlement process, but the direction 
and pace of that process seemed to be beyond any one actor's 
control. 

For the Arabs, the war of 1982 closed a decade that began with the 
momentous events of 1973. 15 It is difficult, even in retrospect, to 
impose a pattern on developments in the Arab world during that 
decade. The military achievements of the first part of the October 
war, the effective use of the "oil weapon," and the accumulation of 
unprecedented wealth in parts of the Arab world generated a new 
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sense of power, an expectation of a status and role in the world that 
the Arabs had been denied in modern times. 

The disintegration of inter-Arab relations, which had begun in the 
1960s, was expedited by the rise of new foci of power and influence 
the decline of Egypt's relative weight and its own partial disengage¬ 
ment, and the rise of particularist concerns at the expense of Pan- 
Arab commitments. The Arab regimes that had been in power when 
the 1970s began were all able to hold on for the rest of the decade, 
but this formal continuity reflected no underlying stability. The 1975 
Lebanese civil war and its brutality were seen by Arabs at the time as 
t e true consequence of the dislocations that failed to shake the 
more vigorous authoritarian regimes of other Arab states. The Ira¬ 
nian revolution at the close of the decade was another indicator of 
accumulating revolutionary potential. By the end of the 1970s, most 
Arab regimes were confronted with powerful domestic oppositions, 

some of them violent, and most taking the form of Islamic 
movements. 

The "Islamic resurgence" of the 1970s derived from the intrinsic 
development of a religious community, but it also reflected reac¬ 
tions to events—too rapid a change, loss of ideological and political 
bearings, and the realization, by the decade's end, that the new 
Arab sense of power was illusory. The Arab world had acquired 
new wealth and influence but could still not contend with the power 
of the Soviets, the Iranians, and the Israelis. 

The developments of the 1970s had contradictory effects on the 
Arab states' outlook on the Arab-Israeli conflict. The war of 1973 led 
to the opening of the Arab-Israeli settlement process; Egypt, and to 
a lesser extent other Arab states, took the path of settlement. The 
new wealth and the new relationship with the West encouraged 
pragmatism among some toward Israel as well. Others saw the new 
Arab wealth and influence and the anticipated acquisition of power 
as the key to an eventual victory over Israel. Why settle now, when 
more, perhaps all, could be obtained later? The settlement process 
and subsequently the peace process became a cardinal issue in inter- 
Arab relations, and the ephemeral blocs and coalitions of the 197 os 
were affected and occasionally governed by attitudes to it. 

It was a measure of the Arabs' collective weakness that, despite 
the almost universal denunciation of the Camp David accords, they 
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could not prevent Egypt from proceeding with their implementa¬ 
tion. Arab reaction to the Egyptian-Israeli peace process was am¬ 
bivalent. Israel was living up to its commitments and returned the 
Sinai to Egypt despite domestic convulsions in Israel. A process of 
normalization was taking place, albeit awkwardly, between Egypt 
and Israel, and Israelis were being de-demonized. But at the same 
time, Israel continued the war against the PLO in the West Bank and 
in Lebanon. And as the Arabs seemed to grow weaker, Israel 
seemed to grow more powerful. The slow steady pace of settlement 
in the West Bank was humiliating in one way, the spectacular de¬ 
struction of Ossirak, a symbol of power and technological advance¬ 
ment, humiliating in another. 

The Arab world's failure to respond effectively during the war in 
Lebanon can be explained in terms of both the Arab collective and 
the separate Arab nations. The Arab collective was caught at a time 
of division and weakness, accentuated by the Iranian-Iraqi war, the 
trend of the international oil market, and the inability to reintegrate 
Egypt into the Arab system. Various Arab states—Saudi Arabia, 
Iraq, and Jordan to name three—saw advantages in a weakening of 
Syria and the PLO, and had no intention of jeopardizing these 
advantages to help them. 

When the war was over, no clear-cut conclusions appeared. The 
process of de-demonization was arrested, and Israel again appeared 
a dangerous enemy. But the fury and humiliation were mitigated by 
realism Israel was powerful and other Arabs could not be counted 
on. If peace should not be made with Israel, war should, perhaps, be 
averted as well. More penetrating questions, however, were being 
asked about the state of the Arab world itself. Is there something 
fundamentally wrong with Arab society and political institutions 
that handicaps the Arab world, prevents it from coping with the 
Israeli challenge, and makes it watch passively with morbid fascina¬ 
tion through ten weeks of an Israeli siege of an Arab capital? 

For two Arab parties, the war's ramifications were immediate and 
direct. The PLO lost its autonomous base and the advantages of¬ 
fered by territorial concentration. The two bases close to Israel, 
Tripoli and the Beqa, in northern and eastern Lebanon, were under 
Syrian control. Yasir 'Arafat and his colleagues could operate with 
considerable freedom from Tunisia, but this would make them 
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largely irrelevant. To retain a measure of influence on Palestinian 
P° ‘tics, th e PLO had to choose between submissiveness to Syria 
and a mending of fences with the Hashemite regime in Jordan. Black 
September of 1970 had not been forgotten, nor were the PLO leaders 
unaware of the irreconcilability of Hashemite interests with theirs 
But in September 1982, Jordan was designated as the beneficiary of 
the Reagan plan, and a dialogue with Jordan, it appeared to the 

1 LO, might provide the organization with some leverage vis-a-vis 
Syria. ° 


i> r * tt . , *«*«*«ui IU negotiate witn 

King Hussein he, like many others, viewed Syria as one of war's 

osers and Jordan as one of the winners, a view reinforced by the 
resolutions of the second Fez summit in September 1982. At the first 
ez summit, ten months earlier, Syria succeeded in scuttling the 
Saudi Fahd Plan, at meetings clearly dominated by the Syrian for¬ 
eign minister, as a reading of the minutes reveals. At the second Fez 
summit, the Fahd Plan was accepted. 

But the tide m Lebanon was turning during that very month: 
yna s position, weakened in June had not been destroyed, and the 
assassination of Bashir Jumayyil and the massacre in Sabra and 
Shatila made possible its rebuilding. At the end of 1982, six years 
after drawing the original "red lines," Syria and Israel again con¬ 
fronted one another in Lebanon. 
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CHAPTER 


The Lebanese Crisis, 1983-85 


The war for Lebanon ended in September 1982, but the struggle 
over Lebanon's character and future has continued, reshaped by 
the war, for nearly three years now with remarkable intensity 
and ferocity. The Lebanese crisis has also remained a focal point 
of Middle Eastern politics, with occasional repercussions in the 
larger international arena. 

In the busy chronology of this period several events stand out 
as marking particularly important developments or turning points. 
They also provide a convenient framework for the ensuing ex¬ 
amination of the principal actors in the Lebanese crisis. 

In December 1982 negotiations began for a Lebanese-Israeli 
agreement that would bring about an Israeli withdrawal from 
Lebanon. With American help and participation, an agreement 
was finally reached on May 17, 1983. Almost at once it was ve¬ 
hemently denounced by Syria, which organized Amin Jumayyil's 
various Lebanese rivals into a National Salvation Front (July 1983). 
The Front's first major success was achieved by its Druze com¬ 
ponent when Walid Junblatt's militia defeated the Lebanese Forces 
(and indirectly the president) in the battle for the ahuf Mountains 
that followed the Israeli withdrawal from that area (September 
1983). 

President Jumayyil won an apparent victory over the Shi'i com¬ 
munity when his troops took control of West Beirut in August. But 
the suicide attacks against the U.S. Marines, the French contingent 
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of the Multi-National Force, and the Israeli military headquarters 
in Tyre (September-October) were effective demonstrations of 
the revolutionary and fanatic potential stored in the community. 

The pressure of the opposition forced Amin Jumayyil and the 
other reluctant Maronite leaders to agree to a national reconcilia¬ 
tion conference, which met in Geneva in October and November. 
The effort to devise a formula for transferring part of the political 
power held by the Maronites to the other communities failed. 
Druze military pressure on Beirut from the east continued but 
it was the Shi'a takeover of West Beirut (February 1984) which 
prompted a radical change in Lebanese politics. The Reagan ad¬ 
ministration decided to withdraw its Marines from Beirut. Shorn 
of that external support, Amin Jumayyil was forced to come to 
terms with his rivals closer to home. He traveled to Damascus, 
where on February 29 he capitulated to most of Syria's demands 
and together with other Christian leaders made concessions to 
his Lebanese opponents in the second national reconciliation con¬ 
ference, held in Lausanne in March. A new cabinet headed by 
Rashid Karami was formed on April 30. Among its other members 
were Camille Chamoun, Pierre Jumayyil, Walid Junblatt, and 
Nabih Beri. 

Amin Jumayyil s Syrian and Lebanese critics were gratified by 
the abrogation of the May 17 agreement (March 5, 1984) and the 
closing of the Israeli mission in Dbaya, just north of Beirut, on 
July 25. But efforts to continue with redistribution of political 
power, as well as to extend the state's and government's authority 
and to normalize public life—the other major issues discussed in 
Damascus and Lausanne—met with little success. 

During the first half of 1985 the course of the Lebanese crisis 
was dominated by the conflict in southern Lebanon. The new Is¬ 
raeli government formed in September 1984 decided in January 
1985 to withdraw the IDF to the international border in three 
phases. The implementation of the first phase, withdrawal from 
the Sidon area, on February 16, was followed by an escalation of 
Shi i attacks on Israeli troops and by the adoption of what came to 
be known as Israel's "iron fist" policy. The result was an unprece¬ 
dented cycle of Shi'i-Israeli violence over the next two months. 
The level of violence decreased considerably by the end of April, 
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however, when the second phase of the withdrawal was com¬ 
pleted, with the IDF evacuating both the town of Tyre on the 
coast and its strategic positions in eastern Lebanon, where it had 
faced the Syrian army. 


The Jumayyil Administration and the Major Communities 

In the brief history of Amin Jumayyil's administration, February 
1984 was a decisive turning point. During the previous year and 
a half, the president pursued a complex strategy aimed to sustain 
and gradually consolidate his weak government, primarily by 
mobilizing American support and by playing his numerous rivals 
and competitors one against the other. 

Domestically the new president relied on the vital importance 
of his role in perpetuating the legitimacy of a Lebanese state, on 
the support (often grudging) of the Maronite community, whose 
leaders realized that it would be very difficult to have another 
Maronite president elected in the parliament, on the Phalanges, 
on the limited power that was still vested in the Lebanese presi¬ 
dency and, initially, on his alliance with the Sunni establishment 
in Beirut. 1 

During Jumayyil's first year or so in office the Reagan admin¬ 
istration's support was the cornerstone of his political strategy. 
Armed with that support, he could hope to neutralize both Syria's 
and Israel s efforts to shape and influence his government and 
obtain the withdrawal of their respective armies without making 
undue concessions to either. If exploited correctly, the conflicting 
interests and ambitions of his two powerful neighbors could create 
a stalemate of which the new Lebanese central government would 
be the principal beneficiary. Domestically reinforced by American 
military presence and subsequently by the new army the United 
States was equipping and training, the president could eschew 
the concessions that his Lebanese adversaries demanded. 

Since Jumayyil s foreign and domestic policies were different 
facets of the same strategy, it is hardly surprising that the cam¬ 
paign against his administration temporarily united a diversified 
coalition of domestic and external adversaries. Syria played the 
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principal role in organizing the National Salvation Front, which 
served as a convenient framework for the administration's foes 
and critics. The first communique published by the Front was 
indeed principally a denunciation of the May 17 agreement It 
charged .ha, the agreement was in fact abandonmenTof the 
1943 convention, that it violated Lebanon's sovereignty, and that 
e government's conduct in this matter amounted to "the cancel¬ 
lation of every democratic process" and "deprived" the Lebanese 
people of a participation in decision-making that was instead given 
to Israel. From the government's perspective, the communique 
con mued, these "are only the first practical steps to cede parts 
of Lebanon in order to carry out structural changes that will fur¬ 
ther the establishment of a little Lebanon " 2 
Reahty was more complex than the apparent cohesion suggested 
by the Front s formation. Syria and the PLO were primarily con¬ 
cerned by the general thrust of Amin Jumayyil's government and 
reign policy. A government relying on the United States 
seekmg to ehminate or minimize the influence of Syria and the 
a " d ™ 1,in S to negotiate, sign, and then implement an agree- 
ent with Israel was unacceptable to them. To his Lebanese rivals 
e ruzes, the ShTis, Suleiman Faranjiyya, and Rashid Karami 
Jumayyil was a Phalangist president seeking to perpetuate his 
community's privileged position, working to further his family' 
and party s interests, and laboring to resist changes that should 
ave come about before-and were unquestionably necessary af- 
ter-the summer of 1982. Behind this common opposition there 

fil ter -?" VanCeS and interests: the Druze-Maronite con¬ 
cern the Shuf Mountains, the Faranjiyya clan's vendetta against 

the Jumayyils, and Karami's resentment of the new prominence 
enjoyed by his Sunni competitors from Beirut. 

The demand that the May 17 agreement be undone was central 
o e opposition's political platform, and the main drama of the 
Lebanese cnsis during the next ten months can be defined as a 
conflict between that agreement's defenders and its foes. 

It soon developed that the uneasy coalition clustered around the 

!ndT e TT the U t 6d St3teS ' ISrael the Jumayyil administration 
and the Lebanese Forces-was hampered by serious contradic¬ 
tions of aims. American support and American military presence 
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were crucial for Jumayyil's success. In view of the continued vio¬ 
lence, however, the Reagan administration, which had no inten¬ 
tion of engaging its troops in actual fighting on Jumayyil's behalf, 
came to the conclusion that he must make concessions in order 
to accommodate at least some of his Lebanese rivals. But Jumayyil 
was relying on the Americans precisely in order to avoid such 
concessions, and Washington's pressure was to no avail. More¬ 
over, the president's relationship with the Lebanese Forces, com¬ 
manded by his niece's husband, Fadi Frem, was at best ambiva¬ 
lent. Protestations to the contrary notwithstanding, Jumayyil was 
also his community's senior leader. As such he knew that the 
Lebanese Forces together with part of the Lebanese army were 
the community's military arm—and yet, as the president of the 
state he had to keep his distance from a partisan militia. Further¬ 
more, the Lebanese Forces were Israel's close ally, the keepers of 
his brother's flame, and watchdogs of the radical Maronite line. 3 
Israel, with whom the president's relationship had long been 
awkward, held the key to potentially important developments. It 
agreed on May 17, at a price, to withdraw from Lebanon. The 
regions it held, a sizable portion of Lebanon, could in principle 
be added to the small area ruled by the central government, thus 
endowing the Lebanese state with one of the essential character¬ 
istics of statehood—actual authority over (at least part of) its ter¬ 
ritory. Israel's withdrawal, if effected at the right time and in the 
proper fashion, could be used as a lever to induce a Syrian with¬ 
drawal as well. But could the Israelis be trusted or were they, 
in fact, conniving and scheming with Jumayyil's competitors and 
enemies? 

The next round of events ended with defeat for the president 
and the awkward partnership supporting the May 17 agreement. 
When Israel withdrew from the outskirts of Beirut and the Shut 
Mountains, the plan to hand this territory to the Lebanese army 
failed abysmally. In the Shuf Walid Junblatt's Druze militia (with 
Syrian backing and some Palestinian participation) defeated the 
Lebanese Forces commanded by Samir Ja'ja and established con¬ 
trol. Fighting to defend the eastern approach to the city, the Leba¬ 
nese army was finally able to hold a line at Suq al-Gharb. Other 
Lebanese army units took charge in West Beirut and apparently 
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consolidated the president's hold over his capital, but this ephem¬ 
eral achievement was completely overshadowed by the dominant 
position that Walid Junblatt and his militia had acquired in the 
mountains just east and south of the capital. 4 The suicide attacks 
committed by Lebanese Shi'is, probably with Iranian and Syrian 
help, against the American Marines, the French contingent of the 
MNF, and the Israeli headquarters near Tyre were significant in 
two important respects—they weakened the American and Israeli 
will to stay in Lebanon and foreshadowed the impact that the Shi'i 
community was about to have on the Lebanese political scene. 5 

The cumulative effect of these developments sufficed to send 
the president and the other senior political leaders of the Maronite 
community to Geneva to negotiate political reform and national 
reconciliation with the major opposition leaders. But it did not 
suffice to effect a breakthrough to any workable compromise. It 
was the collapse of the Lebanese army before the sheer numerical 
weight of the Shi'i community in West Beirut that signaled the 
final failure of the president's strategy. Having been deserted by 
the United States and lacking an Israeli option (he seems to have 
toyed briefly with the idea of drawing Israel in again), Amin 
Jumayyil capitulated to the Syrians. 6 

The capitulation had three immediate results: the replacement 
of the Wazzan cabinet by the Karami cabinet, the concessions 
made at the Lausanne conference, and the abrogation of the May 
17 agreement. But other significant developments occurred soon 
thereafter. By capitulating to Syria, the president transformed 
his standing in Lebanon. Using its influence through the presi¬ 
dent and the central government and establishing a working re¬ 
lationship with at least part of the Maronite community had 
been important elements in Syria's policy in Lebanon. Therefore, 
once he was willing to capitulate and reverse some of his poli¬ 
cies, Amin Jumayyil, who had previously been reviled in the 
strongest of terms, was viewed as acceptable by the Ba'thi regime 
and became a principal tool of Syrian policy in Lebanon. His gov¬ 
ernment now enjoyed a measure of Syrian backing and support 
while Syria's partners in the National Salvation Front were embar¬ 
rassed by the volte-face. The radical Maronites, in turn, argued 
that in return for short-term and short-sighted gains the presi- 
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dent was undermining the community's security and its future. 

In the ensuing months no progress was made along two of the 
paths that were charted in Lausanne to reach some measure of 
normalization: a more thorough constitutional and political reform 
and the implementation of the "security plan" designed to mini¬ 
mize fighting and to extend the authority of the state. In other 
areas advances were more apparent than real; thus the growth of 
the Lebanese army continued but it did so along communal lines. 
Army brigades and battalions in most cases represented com¬ 
munal or political interests rather than being an instrument of a 
revitalized state machinery. In the absence of serious progress in 


the national political arena, the course of the Lebanese crisis in the 
year between the spring of 1984 and that of 1985 was dominated 
by the Shi'a-Israeli conflict in southern Lebanon and by develop¬ 
ments within the major communities. 

In the Maronite community the tension between the president 
and the Lebanese Forces came to a head in March 1985. During 
the previous eighteen months the president had been adroitly 
taking advantage of his state and party positions and of the Forces' 


defeat in the Shuf in order to corrode their power and standing. 
Pierre Jumayyil's death in August 1984 removed his restraining in¬ 
fluence, and in October Amin Jumayyil could finally remove Fadi 
Frem from his position. Frem was replaced by Fu’ad Abi Nader, 
the president's nephew, who was considered more likely to be a 
pliable tool in his uncle's hands. But several months later two of 
the Forces' radical leaders, Samir Ja'ja and Eli Hubeika, rebelled. 
In March 1985 they deposed Abi Nader, and Ja'ja became com¬ 
mander of the Lebanese Forces, only to be himself replaced by 
Hubeika in May, following his humiliating failure in the conflict 
over the future of the Christian community in the Sidon-Jizzin 
area. 

In the Druze community the struggle for the Shuf in 1982-83 
resulted in the affirmation of Walid Junblatt's position as unques¬ 
tioned leader. Between 1977 and 1982 he had failed to become his 
father's full successor as leader of the National Movement and the 
Druzes. But in a fashion reminiscent of Sultan al-Atrash's rise 
during the 1925 revolt, his conduct of the military and political 
campaigns in the Shuf established his personal and political domi- 
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nance. During this period the rival Arslan clan was completely 
overshadowed and the differences between Junblatt's Progressive 
Socialist Party, the armed militia, and the religious establishment 
lost much of their significance. In 1984 and 1985 Walid Junblatt's 
role in the larger Lebanese arena and his ability to maneuver be¬ 
tween Syria and Israel diminished, but his standing within his 
community was not seriously affected. 

Perhaps the sharpest decline in standing and power was under¬ 
gone by Lebanon's Sunni community. During Amin Jumayyil's 
first months in office his partnership with Beirut's Sunni establish¬ 
ment, the PLO's evacuation from West Beirut, and Saudi Arabia's 
role in Washington's Middle Eastern policies endowed Sa’ib 
Salam and his school with renewed prominence. But this resur¬ 
gence was short-lived. The developments described above shifted 
political influence elsewhere. In their three major cities, Beirut, 
Sidon, and Tripoli, the Sunnis were overwhelmed—by the Shi'is 
in the first two and by Syria's direct presence in the third. The 
Sunnis decline was expedited by their lack of militia power. In the 
absence of state authority, autonomous military power was in¬ 
dispensable for any group seeking political influence, and though 
before the 1982 war, the PLO had dispossessed the Sunni estab¬ 
lishment, it acted as a militia of sorts for the community as a 
whole. When it departed, the Murabitun of West Beirut were the 
Sunni community's only organized force, and they too were de¬ 
feated in April 1985 in a combined attack by al-Amal and the 
Druze militia. Syria, it seems, gave its blessing to this attack since 
it viewed the Murabitun as Yasir 'Arafat's allies. Likewise, the 
Syrians made no serious effort to stop the Shi'is' attack on the PLO 
stronghold in Sabra and Shatila in May and June. 

The ShiT community emerged from the war of 1982 divided 
physically and still far from achieving political power and standing 
commensurate with its numerical strength. One part of the com¬ 
munity lived in southern Lebanon under Israeli rule, another part 
m the Beqa under Syrian rule, and a third group in the southern 
part of West Beirut. The Beqa remained, as it had been since 1976, 
under uncontested Syrian control. Syria has also allowed, as part 
of its cooperation with the Islamic Republic of Iran, some 1,500 
Iranian Revolutionary Guards to operate in that part of Lebanon. 

181 


lf-M> - c-*'v / . 


u. 































The War for Lebanon 

The Shi'is of the Beqa thus became important transmitters of Syrian 
and Iranian political influence and of a radical revolutionary ver¬ 
sion of Shi'ism to the rest of their community as well as to Leba¬ 
non's larger political stage. In the western and southern parts of 
Beirut the Shi f i population provided the human mass which ex¬ 
erted a growing pressure on the center of national politics. Also 
housed there were the political organizations (Amal and Hizb 
Allah) and the institution (Supreme Shi i Islamic Council) within 
which the conflict over the community's future orientation has 
been conducted. The conflict has been shaped by several factors, 
but its most important aspect can be defined as a struggle be¬ 
tween an essentially secular political orientation and a theocratic 
one. The first, represented primarily by Nabih Beri, accepts the 
legitimacy of the Lebanese state and seeks to obtain for the Shi i 
community the status, power, and role in Lebanon warranted by 
its demographic strength. The theocratic outlook is expounded 
chiefly by Husein Fadlallah, who seeks to establish an Islamic 
Republic" in Lebanon. Others, such as Husein Musavi and Mahdi 
Shams al-Din, occupy positions along the spectrum. Husein Hu- 
seini, the present speaker of the Lebanese parliament, is a secular 
politician like Beri but, unlike him, is very close to Syria. 7 

From both perspectives southern Lebanon and its large Shi r i 
population assumed during this period an ever-increasing impor¬ 
tance. This was the area in which, once Israel withdrew, an au¬ 
tonomous Shi'i region, comparable to the areas of Christian and 
Druze autonomy, could be established. The large Shi f i population 
of the south would be linked to that of Beirut, and their combined 
impact could be brought to bear on the capital. Clearly, ascen¬ 
dancy in the south was a crucial key to ascendancy in the Shi f i 
community and possibly, later on, in Lebanon. It soon became 
apparent that after the waning of the traditional leadership no 
new indigenous leadership was developing in the south, and Is¬ 
rael did not try to cultivate a cooperative local leadership. Instead, 
realizing that the local population was looking to Beirut for di¬ 
rection, the Israelis tried in vain to open a dialogue with Amal. 
Amal's leadership, in turn, was determined to avoid any contact 
with Israel. Rather than risk delegitimization through negotiations 
with Israel which, it became increasingly clear, was disengaging. 
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Amal's leadership sought to underline its militant posture and 
augment its prestige by orchestrating the attacks against Israel's 
troops and local collaborators. Before long, and even more clearly 
so in 1985, the contest for leadership of the anti-Israeli campaign 
and eventually preeminence in the south became the principal 
channel through which the intracommunal Shii conflict came to be 
conducted. 8 


American Policy 

The main contours of the Reagan administration's policy in 
Lebanon in the period September 1982-February 1984 will have 
emerged from the preceding analysis of Amin Jumayyil's strategy 
and failure. It is a curious and telling fact that, at least from the 
present day's limited perspective, a glaring failure in an important 
arena involving several regional and international issues should 
have had such minor consequences for the United States and for 
the Reagan administration. 

In the confused circumstances of 1982 an American policy to¬ 
ward Lebanon was formulated that was predicated on the antici¬ 
pated gradual consolidation of Amin Jumayyil's administration 
and the state's authority: Unlike his brother, Amin Jumayyil was 
to base his government on dialogue with the Maronites' traditional 
partners, as well as, it was hoped, with new ones. Israel would 
evacuate its troops in return for an agreement, negotiated under 
American auspices, and the prospect of that withdrawal would be 
used in order to obtain a comparable (though not necessarily a 
simultaneous and identical) Syrian evacuation. The pursuit of 
these negotiations should not interfere with the implementation 
of President Reagan's plan, announced on September 1, 1982, on 
the assumption that the Lebanese crisis was safely on the road to 
a satisfactory solution. 

In the course <bf the next eighteen months, the assumptions on 
which this policy was based were proved false and its goals un¬ 
attainable. 9 It took seven months to negotiate the Lebanese-Israeli 
agreement of May 17, 1983. The Israeli government sought both 
to satisfy the country's security needs and to achieve diplomatic 
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gains that would mitigate some of the growing public criticism in 
Israel of the 1982 war. The Lebanese government, partly for its 
own reasons and partly in the hope of making the agreement 
acceptable to Syria, resisted. The Reagan administration exerted 
pressure mostly on the Israelis. This, coupled with the tense rela¬ 
tions between the American Marines and the Israeli military in 
the Beirut area, produced unusual acrimony between the two 
countries in the winter of 1983. 10 

Efforts to implement the Reagan plan could not, of course, be 
divorced from the course of events in Lebanon. King Hussein 
and Yasir 'Arafat made considerable apparent progress in their 
negotiations. Armed with 'Arafat's endorsement, Hussein might 
possibly have overcome the 1974 Rabat resolutions and entered into 
negotiations with Israel (under American auspices) on the future 
of the West Bank. But Syria cut the expectations short. When King 
Hussein demanded a crucial clarification from 'Arafat in April, 
Syria, taking advantage of the PLO's dependence on it, dictated a 
negative answer." 

The temporary demise of the Reagan plan did, however, expe¬ 
dite the signing of the Lebanese-Israeli agreement, which then 
enjoyed the administration's single-minded attention. The incre¬ 
mental progress made in earlier weeks and the appointment of a 
new Israeli defense minister, Moshe Arens, who maintained an 
excellent relationship with the Reagan administration, were at least 
as important in effecting the breakthrough. But the agreement 
was stillborn and that this would be the case should have been 
clear to the signatories, who knew that Syria opposed it and was 
likely to obstruct it. We do not know what Washington's emis¬ 
saries told their government about their efforts to win Syria's en¬ 
dorsement, nor do we know how the American and Israeli gov¬ 
ernments in their own discussions evaluated Syria's position and 
its import. But the account of Secretary of State George Shultz's 
meeting with leaders of the Labor opposition party on May 6 is 
most revealing. As the Israeli press reported it, Yitzhak Rabin told 
Shultz that an agreement that had not been endorsed by Damascus 
was an exercise in futility. Angered, the secretary asked whether 
Rabin wanted him to go to Damascus to discuss the issue of the 
Golan Heights. 12 This brief reported exchange revealed a weakness 
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which underlay American policy in Lebanon, then and during the 
following months. The Reagan administration realized that Syria 
opposed its policies in Lebanon and was bent on obstructing them. 
It also deemed prohibitive the price demanded by Syria in Leba¬ 
non and in the larger Middle Eastern area for shifting to a more 
cooperative policy. Because the administration did not intend to 
use military force against Syria, it must have relied on a dramatic 
political breakthrough in Lebanon or on the Israelis' willingness 
to bring their military superiority to bear, directly or indirectly. 

No such expectations materialized as Syria mounted its success¬ 
ful campaign against the May 17 agreement. Amin Jumayyil failed 
to broaden his political base of support, Saudi Arabia exerted no 
restraining influence on Syria, Israel withdrew from the Shuf, and 
American troops were attacked from various quarters. It was dif¬ 
ficult to retaliate against the organizers of the suicide attacks on 
the American embassy and the Marines, and the shelling of Druze 
positions in the Shuf by American ships, even if construed as 
justified retaliation, still presented the spectacle of a superpower 
battering a small, determined community and thus added nothing 
to U.S. prestige. 

When the Reagan government finally decided to retaliate against 
Syria, its action was unsuccessful because two conflicting outlooks 
existed within the administration. Curiously it was the secretary 
of state who took the apparently more militant line while the sec¬ 
retary of defense seemed to oppose military action. The State De¬ 
partment's view was that the United States had to bring its mili¬ 
tary power to bear somehow if its policies were to be effective. 
The Pentagon was against exposing American forces in any posi¬ 
tion in which they could be compromised. This dichotomy had 
been reflected in Washington's conduct in Lebanon well before 
the end of 1983, and when the decision to act against Syria was 
made, the result was a compromise—antiquated planes were sent 
on a bombing mission on December 4, 1983. Two were shot down 
and one pilot was captured. The administration's embarrassment 
was subsequently deepened by the fact that Jesse Jackson, the 
black contender for the Democratic nomination, obtained his re¬ 
lease. 

Indeed, as the November 1984 elections drew nearer, the danger 
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that a lingering and unsuccessful involvement in Lebanon, not to 
mention a potential fiasco, could affect President Reagan's pros¬ 
pects loomed increasingly large to his strategists. By February 
1984, the Reagan administration's illusions regarding the Lebanese 
crisis had all been destroyed, and the Shi'i victory in West Beirut 
provided both a further motivation and a convenient occasion for 
withdrawing the American military presence from Lebanon. 

It is, of course, impossible to assess the long-term consequences 
of the Reagan administration's Lebanese debacle. The administra¬ 
tion itself emerged almost unscathed, but its standing in the Mid¬ 
dle East and its own outlook on the region were bound to be af¬ 
fected. For a decade, since 1974, the United States had enjoyed the 
position of being the one superpower able to orchestrate Arab- 
Israeli settlements. The dividends were considerable. But in 1984 
yet another Middle Eastern government which had rested on 
American support tottered, and for the first time in a decade an 
Arab-Israeli agreement sponsored by the United States was de¬ 
stroyed by a local ally of the Soviet Union. After Jhe-election the- 
president and his foreign policy team might conceivably have 
sought to redress the balance. In fact, however, the mood of men 
like the secretary of state and the national security adviser worked 
against any such attempt. Less than a year after the abortive ef¬ 
forts to implement the May 17 agreement and the Lebanese army's 
entry into the Shuf—their formative experiences in the Middle 
East—they felt no urge to launch or even endorse a far more 
complex process of negotiation between Israel and Syria or Israel 
and Jordan. Nor did they believe that they could seriously rely on 
such allies as Saudi Arabia to exert effective influence on Wash¬ 
ington's behalf. 13 The reticence and trepidation that have character¬ 
ized the second Reagan administration's initial outlook on the 
Middle East were shaped largely, though not solely, by his first 
administration's role in the Lebanese crisis. 


Syrian Policy 

Syria's policy in Lebanon since September 1982 can be seen in 
two ways: as a continuation of its earlier policy as shaped in 1976- 
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82, and as a more specific effort to undo the consequences of the 
1982 war. It was a successful policy that at least temporarily en¬ 
hanced Syria's standing as a regional power and for a brief mo¬ 
ment endowed the country and its president with international 
importance. 14 

As described in previous chapters, Syrian policy toward Leba¬ 
non since the end of the 1975-76 civil war had aimed at consoli¬ 
dating Syria's ascendancy over its weaker neighbor. Syrian control 
was to rest on the cooperation of the central Lebanese govern¬ 
ment, on Syria's influence on the army and the security apparatus, 
on its role as arbiter between feuding communities and politicians 
and, finally, on a security pact legitimizing its present military 
deployment and its right to intervene in the future. With all these 
guarantees Syrian military presence could subsequently, it was 
hoped, be reduced to a minimum. 

The gradual implementation of this policy suffered a serious 
setback in the summer of 1982. But the assassination of Bashir 
Jumayyil marked the transition to a new phase during which 
Syria's position in Lebanon was restored and subsequently en¬ 
hanced. As has been shown above, the assassination of Bashir 
Jumayyil set in motion a chain of events that neutralized Syria's 
principal adversaries in Lebanon. Asad excelled in locating their 
weaknesses and in exploiting them to the full. He understood that 
in the Lebanese arena it was sometimes better to remain passive 
and let the contradictions inherent in his rivals' positions work 
for him. 

Asad's efforts were helped significantly by the Soviet Union's 
decision at the end of 1982 to replace the ground-to-air missile 
system destroyed the previous June with a more sophisticated 
system, to be manned in part by Soviet personnel. The decision 
bolstered Asad's self-confidence and added a confounding ele¬ 
ment to the American and Israeli outlooks on the Lebanese crisis: 
the danger of a direct conflict with the Soviet Union in case of 
another round of Syrian-Israeli fighting had to be taken more seri¬ 
ously. 

As 1983 wore on, the main lines of Syria's policy appeared more 
clearly—the central government had to accept Syria's ascendancy 
or be brought down. Rival external influences—American, Israeli, 
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or European—must be eliminated. Israel must not enjoy any ad¬ 
vantages accruing from the 1982 war. Any agreement between 
Lebanon and Israel arranging for Israel's withdrawal from Lebanon 
must not confer any such advantages, should not have a political 
character, and should not suggest that Syria's presence in Lebanon 
could be compared to Israel's. 

Since the imminent danger to Syria's very standing in Leba¬ 
non was over, Asad could turn his attention to ways of using his 
country's improving position in Lebanon and the Lebanese crisis 
to further Syria's regional policies. One such effort was directed 
at the PLO and sought to take advantage of 'Arafat's weakness 
and his increased dependence on Syria so as to subdue him once 
and for all to Syria's authority. In the same vein Syria organized 
Abu Musa's rebellion against 'Arafat in the Fath's ranks and then 
besieged him in Tripoli, forcing him and his supporters (in De¬ 
cember 1983) to leave Lebanon altogether. But Asad's success was 
limited; domestic constraints and his limited influence in Arab 
politics (where he could obstruct others' policies but had difficulty 
in implementing his own) prevented him from consummating his 
victory over 'Arafat. As in 1976-77 Asad defeated, weakened, and 
humiliated 'Arafat but was unable to have him deposed and re¬ 
placed with a Syrian proxy. 15 

Syria s other regional aims in Lebanon were pursued with 
greater success. By obstructing Jordan's negotiations with the 
PLO in April 1983, Syria demonstrated to the United States that 
Damascus could not be ignored when a new policy was contem¬ 
plated for the region. 

Syria's criticism of the May 17 agreement has been explained 
above in the Lebanese and Israeli contexts. It was seen as an in¬ 
strument forged in defiance of Syria, granting Israel excessive 
privileges and rewarding it for the 1982 war. But these drawbacks, 
weighty in themselves, were augmented by considerations of a 
regional order. Syria viewed the May 17 agreement as a (paler) 
duplication of the Camp David accords—an Arab-Israeli agree¬ 
ment of a political nature, orchestrated by the United States and 
excluding Syria. It had to be destroyed so that its destruction could 
serve to prefigure the future rectification of the "original sin" per¬ 
petrated at Camp David. Furthermore, Lebanon's insistence that 


188 


The Lebanese Crisis, 1983-85 


it possessed the sovereignty to make such agreements contra¬ 
dicted Syria's claim that there was a collective Arab will, superior 
to those of individual Arab countries—of which Damascus was, 
naturally, the interpreter. The dangers inherent in Lebanon's de¬ 
fiance of that will were expounded by a variety of Syrian spokes¬ 
men. Perhaps the most instructive was the comment published on 
July 18, 1983, by the official newspaper Tishrin : 

When 'Arafat sheds tears about independent decision-making, he cer¬ 
tainly wants to lend legitimacy to the independent decisions of others. 
Al-Sadat's treasonous decision was an expression of such sover¬ 
eignty. Similarly, the Lebanese Phalangists' decision to conclude an 
agreement with Israel is an independent decision and an expres¬ 
sion of sovereignty according to the 'Arafatist concept of independent 
decision-making. Wasn't the Lebanese regime's main excuse for con¬ 
cluding the agreement in which they submitted [to Israel] that it was 
an independent Lebanese decision based on Lebanese sovereignty? 16 

By the fall of 1983 it had become clear that in the course of the 
preceding year Syria had come more than full circle in Lebanon. 
The defeated power of September 1982 had not only reestablished 
its hegemony there but had increased its influence and used the 
centrality and saliency of the Lebanese crisis to enhance its re¬ 
gional standing and prestige. Nonetheless, at the zenith of its suc¬ 
cess the sense of achievement was marred by both contradictions 
inherent in Syrian policy and accidental factors. One accidental 
development was the illness of President Asad, who apparently 
suffered a heart attack in mid-November 1983. During the period 
of nearly a year that it toojc him to overcome the illness and its 
political by-products, Syrian leadership was unable to devote full 
attention to the Lebanese crisis, and its effectiveness vis-a-vis cli¬ 
ents and rivals in Lebanon was weakened. 17 

Ironically, it was at Syria's moment of success that the contra¬ 
dictions inherent in its policy in Lebanon surfaced. Organizing a 
coalition of Amin Jumayyil's numerous rivals and enemies had 
been relatively easy; holding such a diverse group together was 
much more difficult when the issue was defense of the status quo, 
let alone the pursuit of reforms and settlements. The transition to 
this newer phase revealed the cross-purposes at which some of 
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Syria's allies were working as well as the ambiguities of Syria's 
own relationship with them. Thus, for Walid Junblatt and the 
Druzes, Syria was not only an ally against the Maronite president 
and the Lebanese Forces, but also a potential oppressor, the power 
seen as responsible for Kamal Junblatt's assassination. As long as 
Israel remained in or near the Shuf, a semi-clandestine relationship 
with Israel offered a certain guarantee against Syrian domineering. 
But with Israel's withdrawal, an outlet to the sea became crucial. 
One could be obtained at the Iqlim al-Kharoub region at the Ma- 
ronites' expense, but in the long run the problem pitted the Druzes 
against the Shi'is since Druze control of a coastal strip south of 
Beirut interferes with Shi'i plans to develop an autonomous re¬ 
gion in southern Lebanon contiguous to the Shi'i neighborhoods 
in the southern part of West Beirut. Nor was this the only issue 
separating Druzes from Shi'is. When constitutional and political 
reforms were discussed in Geneva and Lausanne, a significant 
divergence appeared. The Shi'is, a large and an underrepresented 
community, naturally demanded that political power in Lebanon 
be distributed according to demographic strength. The Druzes, 
whose importance is determined by location, cohesion, and mili¬ 
tary prowess and not by numbers, took a different view. 

Syria is ambivalent about such antagonisms between its allies 
and clients. They do obstruct the implementation of policy and 
render the patron's task difficult, if not impossible. At the same 
time Syria continues to seek and foster in Lebanon a balance of 
weakness. Drawing a lesson from its failures in Lebanon in the 
late 1970s and being fully aware of its limited power and resources, 
Syria no longer seeks to control every detail of Lebanese politics, 
but chooses to operate indirectly through clients and proxies. But 
most of these are not fully reliable, and it has seemed safer to 
keep them divided with Syria playing the role of the final arbiter. 

Nowhere has this mixture of ambiguity and pragmatism been 
more evident than in Syria's attitude to Amin Jumayyil. Syria's 
partners in Lebanon and many external observers were amazed 
by Asad's willingness to work with and through his former enemy 
once the latter capitulated. But the key to the apparent paradox 
can be found in Asad's speech of July 1976 reproduced in the 
Appendix of this book. Asad had then ridiculed Kamal Junblatt, 
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who, according to him, wanted to subdue the Maronites, saying: 
"Let us discipline them. We must have decisive military action. 
They have been governing us for 140 years and we want to get 
rid of them." To this Asad retorted, "decisive military action in 
Lebanon is impossible, because the factor of might is not the only 
condition which must be available" (pp. 218, 220). 

This perception did not change between 1976 and 1984, and as 
long as the Maronites could not be subdued Syrian policy had 
to be addressed to that community's centrality in Lebanon. The 
president was the most important Maronite leader, the head of 
state, and head of the central government, and his cooperation 
was crucial for effective indirect control. Though surely Syria did 
not trust him and in working with him antagonized others, this 
choice was deemed preferable to other options. 

In the course of the year following Jumayyil's capitulation, two 
other developments significantly affected Syria's outlook on Leba¬ 
non. One was a decline in the importance of the Lebanese crisis 
as a regional issue. The United States departed, Israel lowered its 
sights, and the locus of decision shifted elsewhere. Yasir 'Arafat, 
despite the decimation of his power, succeeded in convening the 
Palestinian National Congress in Amman. Jordan reestablished 
diplomatic relations with Egypt and an Egyptian-Jordanian-Iraqi 
axis was forming. Syria felt threatened by the prospect of a fresh 
effort to renew the Arab-Israeli peace process that would rely on 
that axis and on the PLO's manifest desire to escape Syria's pres¬ 
suring embrace. In the event, for reasons partly explained above, 
no such serious efforts were made, but in contradistinction to the 
April 1983 veto, nor were any foiled by a Syria using for that 
purpose its predominant position in Lebanon. 

The other development was Israel's decision to withdraw from 
Lebanon. In 1983 and 1984 Syria's attitude toward the prospect 
of an Israeli departure from southern Lebanon had been the sub¬ 
ject of debate and speculation. There were those who argued that 
Syria wanted Israel to remain and bleed further. Others held that 
for a small price Syria would be interested in having Israel leave 
southern Lebanon, particularly its eastern part. As it turned out, 
Syria was not asked in 1985 to pay any price and for its part did 
not seek to obstruct Israel's departure. 
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Israel's withdrawal from southern Lebanon inaugurated a new 
phase in the Lebanese crisis. It released a sizable portion of Leba¬ 
non's territory and turned it into an object of competition among 
several parties. It raised the prospect of a Palestinian attempt to 
return to southern Lebanon and reopened the question of Syria's 
attitude toward attacks upon Israel launched from the area and 
toward Israel's informal presence there in order to prevent and 
preempt such attacks. More subtly, as Amal began to establish it¬ 
self as the dominant power in southern Lebanon, Syria had to 
address itself to the potential for conflict between an external 
power and a community on the march, both seeking hegemony. 

Israeli Policies 

When Israel's National Unity government decided in January 
1985 to withdraw the IDF to the Lebanese-Israeli border without 
any satisfactory security arrangements in southern Lebanon, it 
was, in fact, seeking to break out of the vicious circle in which 
Israel had found itself since September 1982. Israel's predicament 
resulted from the combined effect of several factors—the inherent 
flaws of the 1982 war plan, the divergence of American and Israeli 
interests and outlooks, the growing criticism and skepticism in 
Israel, and the awkwardness of Israel's relationship with both 
Amin Jumayyil and the Lebanese Forces (see above, pp. 154-57). 
The abortive efforts of three successive Israeli governments to es¬ 
cape that circle unfolded through four principal phases. 

September 1982-March 1983 

During the six months following the war's end, the government 
led by Menachem Begin and Ariel Sharon tried to cope with a 
number of simultaneous challenges. It sought to salvage as much 
as it could from its Lebanese investment, to oppose the Reagan 
plan without getting into acrimonious conflict with the Reagan 
administration, and to cope with the ominous shadows that the 
Kahan Commission's work cast on the political future of its leading 
members. The fighting in the Shuf Mountains and the military 
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superiority of the Druze militia over the Lebanese Forces created a 
further strain on the conduct of Israeli policy in Lebanon and the 
maintenance of its relationship with its one trusted Lebanese ally. 

The government's main effort was directed toward achieving an 
impressive agreement with the Lebanese government. An agree¬ 
ment that fell short of a peace treaty could still—if it put Lebanese- 
Israeli relations on a new level and provided adequate security 
arrangements in southern Lebanon—turn the 1982 war into an al¬ 
most successful enterprise and enable Israel to withdraw the bulk 
of its troops. The formal negotiations between Lebanon and Israel, 
through American mediation, began in October. Direct negotia¬ 
tions began in December and were conducted in Khalde, south of 
Beirut, and Kiryat Shmone. As has been mentioned above, the 
negotiations were arduous and acrimonious. 

It later emerged that simultaneous informal and secret negotia¬ 
tions were being held between the Israeli government and one of 
Amin Jumayyil's confidants, a private businessman devoid of any 
official capacity. This was made public on December 17 by Ariel 
Sharon himself, in a press interview in which he announced that 
he had actually reached an agreement with the Lebanese govern¬ 
ment. 18 Both the announcement and its formulation had a clear 
anti-American tone. They implied that while the Reagan adminis¬ 
tration's efforts had obstructed a Lebanese-Israeli agreement, di¬ 
rect negotiations between the two countries produced a genuine 
understanding. Whatever his motivation, the defense minister's 
move proved counterproductive. Amin Jumayyil and his govern¬ 
ment dissociated themselves from the informal emissary and from 
whatever commitments he had made to his Israeli interlocutor. 
The whole affair was reminiscent of the abortive effort to negoti¬ 
ate a treaty between the Jewish Agency and the Maronite church 
in 1946 (see p. 104). 

The negotiations continued solely in Khalde and Kiryat Shmone, 
their lack of progress producing new tensions in Israel's relations 
with the Reagan administration. This phase ended in March 1983, 
after the publication of the Kahan Commission's report led to 
Sharon's resignation from the Defense Ministry and his replace¬ 
ment by Moshe Arens, who for the previous year had been Israel's 
ambassador in Washington. 
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March 1983-September 1983 

The change of ministers served to expedite other changes in the 
conduct of Israel's policies in Lebanon. First came the decision to 
reduce Israel's demands in the negotiations with the Lebanese 
government, a decision prompted by the state of American-Israeli 
relations rather than by Israel's position in Lebanon. Having low¬ 
ered its expectations in Lebanon, the government calculated, cor¬ 
rectly, that the practical significance of its concessions was limited, 
while on the other hand it stood to gain considerably by improv¬ 
ing its relations with Washington. This remained the pattern dur¬ 
ing the following year: The May 17 agreement was stillborn, and 
the attempted coordination of Israel's withdrawal from the Shuf 
failed, but Israel's relations with the Reagan administration and 
its foreign policy team remained close. 

The second change was apparently technical—a new position, 
that of coordinator of Israel's policies in Lebanon, was created. 
The coordinator. Ambassador Uri Lubrani, was appointed jointly 
by the prime minister and the ministers of defense and foreign 
affairs. By appointing him the government sought both to reduce 
bureaucratic confusion and rivalries, one of the ills of Israel's 
Lebanese policies, and to generate new ideas. One novel direction 
was taken by the early summer of 1983: Israel ended its exclusive 
relationship with the Maronite community and sought to develop 
dialogues with other communities as well. The Maronites, as rep¬ 
resented chiefly by the Lebanese Forces and their supporters, 
were to remain Israel's prime ally in Lebanon, but efforts to estab¬ 
lish cooperation with the Druzes, the Shi'is and, perhaps, others 
were to be pursued, in response to a lesson belatedly drawn from 
the experiences of the previous years. 

The initiative taken with regard to the Druze community was 
eminently successful in the short range. It facilitated Israel's sub¬ 
sequent withdrawal from the Shuf, helped prevent Palestinian 
operations against Israel, reduced tension between the Israeli state 
and its own Druze community, and stood out as the one dimen¬ 
sion of Israel's involvement in Lebanon marked by a bold and 
creative approach. But it had its price: it was construed and pre¬ 
sented by Israel's Maronite allies as a shameful desertion of them. 


194 


The Lebanese Crisis, 1983-85 

It also had its limitations: it ran its course in about a year. When 
Israel decided to withdraw further rather than invest greater ef¬ 
forts in Lebanon, Walid Junblatt practically severed his commu¬ 
nity's relations with Israel and turned to Syria. 19 The Israeli effort 
to develop a comparable dialogue with the Shi'i community failed, 
as we saw earlier. 

Israel's most crucial decision had to be made in the summer of 
1983, when the failure of the May 17 agreement became obvious. 
Arens and the other authors of Israel's Lebanese policies identi¬ 
fied the fundamental fact that was sapping their efforts—Israel 
had lost its deterrence capacity vis-a-vis Syria in Lebanon. Asad 
had understood in the winter of 1982-83 that his Israeli rivals no 
longer had the will, political capacity, and moral authority to use 
their military advantage against him. He could, therefore, go to 
the brink in Lebanon, bring his own considerable advantages to 
bear and destroy Israeli (and for that matter U.S.) efforts to gain 
a settlement. Since Arens, for perfectly good reasons, would not 
go to war against Syria, he found himself in the same predicament 
as his predecessor. Nor would he and the government choose 
the other extreme alternative and withdraw to the international 
border. Writing off the 1982 war and Israel's subsequent invest¬ 
ments in Lebanon was not a viable political option even if one 
believed in its merits. The dilemma was exacerbated by the un¬ 
ending stream of Israeli casualties sustained in the south, in the 
Shuf, and in the Beirut region. 

The policy that was finally chosen in August 1983 in an effort 
to break the deadlock was a unilateral withdrawal from the Shuf 
Mountains and the environs of Beirut to a line running along the 
Awali River. This move amounted primarily to a statement re¬ 
nouncing Israel's ambitions to act on the central stage of Lebanon's 
national politics and to take part in shaping them. Israel would 
now seek to address its security interests in southern Lebanon 
in a more limited sense of the term. By so limiting the scope of 
its deployment, the Israeli government hoped, fewer troops would 
be required, a smaller financial investment would be called for, 
and fewer casualties would be exacted. It also hoped that Israel's 
credibility vis-a-vis Syria would be improved. 

These assumptions were to be tested during the next few 
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months. More immediately the effort to coordinate the withdrawal 
with Amin Jumayyil's administration failed, as we saw above. Is¬ 
rael's withdrawal was followed by Druze-Maronite fighting in the 
Shuf, massacres, and a Druze takeover. Israel insisted on strict 
neutrality, a stance that was not appreciated by its Maronite allies. 


September 1983-September 1984 

The next phase began with Israel's withdrawal from the Shuf 
and ended with the formation of the National Unity government 
headed by the Labor party's leader, Shimon Peres. (The earlier 
change of prime ministers, Begin's replacement by Yitzhak Shamir, 
had been accomplished within the Likud and had not resulted in 
a change of line in Lebanon.) 

Even the more modest aims defined for Israel in Lebanon did 
not produce a new consensus. The government's policy as repre¬ 
sented by Prime Minister Shamir and Defense Minister Arens was 
to bring the IDF back to the international border only after pro¬ 
viding adequate security arrangements in southern Lebanon. 
Another school of thought, represented most notably by Shimon 
Peres, then leader of the opposition, argued that the quest for 
such arrangements would prove futile and counterproductive and 
that Israel's security interests would best be served by a quick 
withdrawal from Lebanon. A third school reached the opposite 
conclusion from the same premise: since Israel's security could 
not be secured through any proxy, it held, Israel should stay in¬ 
side Lebanon along a line running some thirty kilometers north of 
the border. The debate sometimes cut across partisan and bureau¬ 
cratic lines but could not be divorced from partisan considerations, 
particularly in view of the July 1984 elections. Still, Shamir and 
Arens continued to lead the government, and their views shaped 
Israel's policy—which consisted essentially of a series of efforts to 
find a cooperative partner that would hold the territory of southern 
Lebanon and prevent it from becoming once again a launching 
base for anti-Israeli operations. 

The expectation that Lebanon's army would prove to be such a 
force foundered as that army disintegrated after February 1984. 
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Another effort was invested in expanding and upgrading Major 
Haddad s militia into an entity called the South Lebanese army. 
Haddad himself died of cancer in January 1984 and was succeeded 
by Brigadier General Antoine Lahad, a retired Lebanese army of¬ 
ficer considered close to the Chamounists. His force was expanded 
to a size of about 3,000 and assumed an increasing share of the 
policing duties in southern Lebanon with some IDF supervision 
and support. But as 1984 wore on and the Shi'i population's opposi¬ 
tion and resistance grew fiercer, the Israelis became increasingly 
doubtful that a militia perceived as Christian could control the 
area in the teeth of Shi'i opposition. 

All efforts to mitigate that opposition were to no avail. Talks 
could be opened with some local leaders in the south but it soon 
developed that they were fully subordinate to Amal's leadership 
in Beirut, which then forbade them to maintain contacts with the 
Israelis. The Amal leadership refused consistently to enter even 
into indirect dealings with the Israeli government. The Israelis 
must leave first. Amal's legitimacy would be undermined by talk¬ 
ing to the Israelis and had instead to be built by fighting them. 

The suggestion was also made that Israel attempt to deal with 
the numerous Shi'is in the south on a local basis, relying on its 
own control of the territory and on the passive accommodationist 
streak in the Shi'i political tradition. Implementing this course of 
action, however, would have required a manifest Israeli decision 
to stay in southern Lebanon, and it was never really tried. In the 
absence of any political progress, Israel and the Shi'is became 
locked in a vicious spiral of violence. 


September 1984-May 1983 

On September 13, 1984, in the absence of a clear-cut decision 
in the July elections, a National Unity government was formed by 
Shimon Peres. The two principal tasks set for the new govern¬ 
ment were to rehabilitate the economy and to bring the IDF out of 
Lebanon. Israel's Lebanon policy was entrusted to the defense 
minister, Yitzhak Rabin. 

Rabin's first move was directed at gaining Syrian cooperation. 
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Indirect Syrian-Israeli dialogue was conducted through two chan¬ 
nels: American mediation and Lebanese-Israeli military talks at 
Naqura. But despite initial indications to the contrary, Syria re¬ 
fused to become partner to an agreement facilitating Israel's with¬ 
drawal. By December 1984 the efforts had foundered. 

The failure of the Syrian gambit prompted the Israeli govern¬ 
ment to decide in January 1985 on a three-phased withdrawal to 
the international border. Along the border itself a security zone 
was to be maintained by local militias that would not be neces¬ 
sarily identical with the South Lebanese army. While deployed 
on the Israeli side, the IDF would be ready, as it used to be before 
June 1982, to operate north of the border if the militias proved in¬ 
capable of coping with their adversaries. Clearly these were not 
the satisfactory security arrangements sought earlier, but the gov¬ 
ernment decided that such arrangements were not attainable and 
that Israel's overall security would best be served by its leaving 
Lebanon. The Likud ministers, Sharon included, supported the 
decision. 

Israel's hopes for maintaining a calm border in the north now 
lay with Amal. The Israelis were no longer looking for a friendly 
neighbor but for effective authority. Their argument was that 
Amal, interested in building such authority over the territory 
evacuated, should also be interested, for the same reason, in pre¬ 
venting the region from becoming a battleground between Israel 
and its opponents, be they Shi'i or Palestinian. In the long run, 
these hopes may prove to be well founded. But during the imple¬ 
mentation of the first two phases of the IDF's withdrawal from 
the Shi'i areas in the western and central sectors of southern Leba¬ 
non, a vicious cycle of Shi'i-Israeli violence erupted that could not 
be checked before the end of April. 

The completion of Israel's withdrawal from southern Lebanon 
certainly marks the end of an important phase in the history of 
the Lebanese crisis, but unfortunately it does not signify the end¬ 
ing, or even the attenuation of the struggle for Lebanon. The con¬ 
flict over the future of southern Lebanon continues, and so does 
the contest for control of Beirut and the national political stage. 

The principal participants in the struggle over Lebanon's char¬ 
acter and future enter this new phase with their outlooks and 
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capacities affected by the developments of the past three years. 
Israel is in a soul-searching mood, its population and political and 
military establishments now reluctant to invest further efforts in 
Lebanon and acutely aware of the discrepancy between military 
power and political nuance. Of the Lebanese communities, the 
Maronites and the Sunnis, many among whom enjoyed an illu¬ 
sory sense of power in the final months of 1982, have suffered 
a distinct loss of power and position. What was lost by Israel 
and these two communities has apparently been gained by Syria, 
the Shi'is, and the Druzes. But no one is more acutely aware of 
the ephemeral nature of power and success in the context of the 
Lebanese crisis than the apparent winners themselves. 
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The following, a speech by Hafiz al-Asad, president of Syria, to 
members of the newly elected Syrian provincial councils, was 
monitored from Radio Damascus by Foreign Broadcast Information 
Service on July 20, 1976. Words in brackets are supplied by FBIS. A 
question mark preceding these words indicates they were not clear¬ 
ly heard but are appropriate to the context. 

Brother citizens and brother members of the local administration 
councils: I am very happy to meet with you today after the comple¬ 
tion of the local administration's elections. You have won the confi¬ 
dence of the people when they elected you as their representatives 
in these councils. The precious confidence of the people which you 
have gained is the most precious thing you could obtain. The pre¬ 
cious confidence of the people which you won is the most precious 
thing you must preserve because this confidence is a continuous 
source of power, action and inspiration. Its continuation is neces¬ 
sarily a firm guarantee for the soundness of action and safety of the 
march forward. 

Brother members of the councils: Congratulating you today on 
the confidence the people placed in you and wishing you success, I 
sincerely hope that you will do your utmost to rise to the level of the 
confidence and deserve the confidence your voters placed in you. 

The local administration which we began more than 4 years ago is 
a pioneer experiment in the field of popular democracy. We must act 
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to consolidate this experiment by practicing it daily and continu¬ 
ously so that this experiment may become more positive and effec¬ 
tive in our daily public life in all fields. 

Today, as we begin the second stage of the local administration, 
we can say that we are satisfied with the results of the first stage of 
this experiment. On this occasion, we must thank those brothers 
who participated in the local councils—the provincial councils—in 
the past stage. We will definitely continue to say that the first stage 
we completed in the experiment of the local administration was a 
pioneer experiment. Therefore, we will continue to remember and 
also thank these brothers for the good deeds they carried out in that 
first stage. 

I do not doubt, brothers, that you will add to the achievements of 
the first stage because life is a renewed giving and continuous move¬ 
ment toward what is better. You undoubtedly were aware of the 
size of the responsibility which will be placed on your shoulders 
when you were struggling to win the peopled confidence and were 
also optimistic and confident that you would achieve success when 
you shouldered this responsibility. This will make you happy be¬ 
cause your success in your duties will produce good results for all 
the citizens who placed their confidence in you. All of us constitute a 
part of these citizens. 

I must refer to a new phenomenon, which deserves mention in 
this stage of the local administration. This phenomenon is the 
emergence of women and their participation in the local administra¬ 
tion's councils. It is a phenomenon which deserves to be noted. This 
is a new victory which women in our country have achieved. It is a 
victory for them to stand alongside men in this field to play their role 
in pushing the wheel of development and progress. It is a victory for 
women and society. Welcome to the mother, as I have previously 
said, the wife, the sister and the daughter in the new field of action, 
[cheers and applause] 

Brothers: Your role is very big. You live with all the citizens in 
every city, quarter and village. This enables you to feel the pains of 
the citizens and work seriously; you must seriously work to deal 
with these pains within your abilities. You must understand the 
hopes of the citizens and act to achieve whatever possible by work¬ 
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ing continuously and exploiting the available means and by also 
working continuously to develop these means. 

Brothers, you must act to make all citizens participate in your 
work and exploit every available means in the interests of the peo¬ 
ple. [cheers and applause] 

Brothers, we must contemplate what we can do everywhere and 
in every city and village. We must think how to provide the essential 
and necessary capacities to complete what we intend to do. We 
must exploit the resources—all human, economic and financial re¬ 
sources—to the maximum. I wish to say here that you must not 
always depend on the central authority to provide your require¬ 
ments. You must search for these requirements in whatever city or 
village you may be in. There are many various hidden resources 
here and there. We must search for them and utilize them for our 
service. 

I and you, I believe, feel optimistic. We must couple this optimism 
with continuous action to realize greater success in the next stage of 
the local administration. The resources of our country are boundless 
but most of them are latent. You must search for them and set them 
to work so that we may benefit from them everywhere and in every 
field. There are certain matters connected with the local administra¬ 
tion which are under study, such as the financial law of the admin¬ 
istrative units and the new executive bill of the local administration 
and other matters. For my part, I very much encourage the expan¬ 
sion of the powers of the local administration, [applause] 

We must do everything to push forward this experiment. We 
must issue the orders and laws necessary to push forward this 
experiment and make it, as I said a short while ago, more effective, 
positive and vital in our daily life. On this occasion, I wish to point 
that we at the center must also do a lot at the level of the central 
government. I have previously mentioned this from this very place. 
Undoubtedly we are late in doing much of what must be done. 
Some external matters delayed us. I do not want to say, I will not 
accept and I do not want to persuade anybody that there is any 
justification for any failure. We must be up to a standard of vitality, 
ability and efficiency enabling us to effectively respond to our exter¬ 
nal and domestic concerns at the same time, [applause] 
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Brothers, we meet today at a time when the incidents taking place 
in Lebanon occupy a great deal of our interest as well as the interest 
of the area and the world, because the incidents taking place in 
Lebanon—as much as Lebanon means, in its positive and negative 
aspects—concern us and concern our Arab nation. In this period, as 
we can see, things are getting mixed up, roles are becoming inter¬ 
twined and goals are almost lost. This is what was planned by those 
who planned the incidents in Lebanon. They planned for things to 
get mixed up, for roles to become intertwined, and for goals to 
become lost. Nevertheless, despite all this, your role, the role of the 
Syrian people and the role of valiant Syria, can be understood by 
anyone as the decisive and basic role, because it is the national role 
which is based on the historic heritage of the Arab nation and on all 
the cultural values of the noble Arab nation, [applause] 

Brothers, perhaps I should have spoken about this question some 
time ago. I was late in speaking because I depended first on the 
conscientiousness of the Syrian Arab citizen and on his vast and 
enormous understanding of these incidents, their motives, and ob¬ 
jectives. Second, I was depending on the confidence that you have 
given me. Third, I was depending on my feeling that I express the 
conscience of all of you in all the decisions I make regarding these 
incidents, [applause] 

Brother citizens, like you, I hear the radios and the rumors reiter¬ 
ated here and there. Believe me, had I felt for one moment that the 
confidence of this people in me has been shaken, I would not have 
stayed in power for one minute, [applause] 

Brothers, many of those dealing with us outside this country, 
both in the Arab and international spheres, do not yet know our true 
nature despite the many experiences we have been through, which 
should have been sufficient to reveal the nature of the people and 
the nature and the ethics of government in this country. Those who 
cry out from afar should know that I have no lust for power. I am 
only a member of this people, [applause] Nothing will prevent me 
from sensing the feelings of this people and taking the decision, 

which, I think, represents the feelings and desires of the citizens in 
this country. 

The conspirators wanted to confuse us, but we confused them. 
They used various crooked means, but they failed. They failed to 
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achieve a single objective. They tried to pull strings, but we cut 
them, and we will cut all the strings. The values and ideals we teach 
everywhere in the field and the factory throughout the years, the 
values we uphold, express, and speak about on every occasion, are 
not just for local consumption—they are values and ideals which 
express our true feelings, selves, and sanctities. This is what the 
conspirators outside the border cannot understand, because they 
do not understand our true nature and values; and because they are 
conspirators, they failed and they will fail in their plotting. 

. 60 ,™ e speak about Lebanon's incidents, we must go back a 

little. I will try to include in my talk only a sufficient amount of detail 
to give a clear picture. When the events in Lebanon began many 
months ago, we had an explanation of these events. We shared this 
explanation with many Arab forces which claim nationalism and 
progressiyism. We also shared this explanation with many parties 
which call themselves the nationalist parties in Lebanon and with 
the groups of the Palestinian resistance. We used to say that events 
in Lebanon are the result of an imperialist plan which aims, first, at 
covering up for the Sinai agreement; second, at embroiling and 
striking at the resistance and liquidating its camps and confusing 
Syria; and third, at partitioning Lebanon. This is what we used to 
say, and this is what they used to say. 

In my opinion, if we ask them today, perhaps they will repeat the 
same words. At this point a person may ask. Why confuse Syria? 
How ,s Syria connected with events taking place in Lebanon? Broth¬ 
er compatriots, I want you to pay heed to this matter, because there 
are those who are raising it from the outside in order to infiltrate our 
ranks in the interior. They ask what we have to do with events in 
Lebanon. Why is Syria involved in Lebanon's events? First, one of 
the objectives of the plot is to strike at an issue which is the issue of 
every citizen in this country. If the conspiracy has the aims I spoke 
about, including striking at the Palestinian resistance and partition¬ 
ing Lebanon, how can Syria stand by as a spectator to a plot aimed at 
achieving these objectives? We are concerned about this conspiracy. 
We must prepare ourselves as much as we can to repulse the con¬ 
spiracy and the conspirators. The matter concerns us, and there is 
no escape from the confrontation. 

Second, through history, Syria and Lebanon have been one coun- 
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try and one people. The people in Syria and Lebanon have been one 
through history. Genuine joint interests ensued. This matter must 
be known by everybody—genuine joint interests. A genuine joint 
security also ensued. Close kinship between the people in the two 
countries also ensued. Many thousands of families in Syria have 
relatives in Lebanon. Many thousands of families in Lebanon have 
relatives in Syria. 

Today we see before us, as a result of this joint history and geogra¬ 
phy and these events, that prior to the events there were approx¬ 
imately a half million Syrians in Lebanon in various jobs: merchants, 
doctors, workers, lawyers, and so forth. As a result of the events, 
they returned to Syria. At present, there are at least a half million 
Lebanese refugees in Syria. Half a million of our people in Lebanon 
have come to Syria. A total of approximately 150,000 Palestinians of 
the brother Palestinians residing in Lebanon have entered Syria. As 
a result of the events, approximately one million people have en¬ 
tered Syria. 

I think we can imagine the magnitude of the problem caused by 
the entry of one million persons into a country whose population is 
less than nine million. It helps for us to remember at this point that 
India was unable to bear the pressure of ten million refugees—ten 
million refugees from Bangladesh. We all recollect that the ten mil¬ 
lion refugees were the cause of the Indian-Pakistani war. India is a 
big state. Its population exceeds 500 million. It was unable to bear 
the burden of ten million refugees. It was unable to bear entry of 
one-fiftieth or one-sixtieth of the population of India. How about us, 
where the rate is one-ninth of the population? Let us imagine the 
magnitude of the problem. Even if it were one-eighteenth, one- 
twentieth, or one-thirtieth, the problem would still be a big prob¬ 
lem. 

Brothers, none of you should think that I am saying these 
words—or that these words might be said by any citizen in Syria— 
as grumbling against these brothers who have come to Syria. The 
country and land is theirs. This country belongs to all the Arabs. I 
have said this to describe a problem which has resulted from the 
events in Lebanon, to describe the magnitude of this problem, and 
to highlight a living problem—which is an answer to those who are 
saying from outside the borders: and why Syria? 


The partitioning of Lebanon is an old Zionist aim, as you know. 
Perhaps many of you have read the letters exchanged between the 
Zionist leaders, or some of them, in the fifties on this subject, stress¬ 
ing the importance of partitioning Lebanon. 

The partitioning of Lebanon, brothers, is not sought by Israel 
because of Lebanon's military significance. Whether Lebanon is 
united or fragmented, it does not constitute a military problem for 
Israel at present and is not expected to constitute a military problem 
in the foreseeable future, as far as Israel is concerned. Israel is not 
seeking to partition Lebanon because it constitutes a military bur¬ 
den. Israel wants the partitioning of Lebanon for a political, ideolog¬ 
ical reason. It is only natural that Israel wishes the establishment of 
sectarian statelets in this area so that Israel can remain the stronger 
state. We learned this and said it in the past, and we will continue to 
say it. 

Israel seeks to partition Lebanon in order to defeat the slogan of 
the democratic secular state —the slogan which we raise. Perhaps not 
all of us believe in this slogan, but it is the slogan which is raised and 
can be discussed in this or that part of the world. Naturally, it is a 
slogan which is greatly different from a slogan previously raised by 
some of us—and perhaps most of us—that we would throw the 
Jews into the sea. At that time we were rendering great service to 
Israel. This is not a secret. Some people might say that the Israelis 
are listening to what I say. But this is not a secret, and we can speak 
freely about it. 

To say that we are demanding a democratic state in which 
Moslems, Christians, and Jews can live, whether they are Arabs or 
not, is a question which can be reasoned about. But when Lebanon 
is partitioned, the Israelis will say we do not believe these Arabs: if 
they could not coexist together, if the Moslem Arab could not coexist 
with the Christian Arab, how then can they coexist with the Jews 
and the non-Arab Jews who came from all parts of the world, from 
the West and the East. This slogan will then fall. Israel wants parti¬ 
tion to acquit itself of the charge of racism. The United Nations 
adopted a resolution saying that Zionism is a racist movement, and 
this is a great victory for the Palestine issue and the Arab struggle. 
Why is Zionism a racist movement? Because it gathers people from 
everywhere, with religion the only link among them, to make a 
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people out of them and to establish a state for these people. When 
Lebanon is partitioned between Christians and Moslems, Israel will 
say. Where is racism? Israel is based on religion, and in Lebanon 
there would be states or statelets based on religion. Either we are 
racists or not racists. 

The partitioning of Lebanon would acquit Israel of the charge of 
racism. The partitioning of Lebanon would constitute a stab at the 
idea of Arab unity and would look as if we are living proof that Arab 
nationalism is not the appropriate tie linking all of us in a manner 
that enables us to live under the banner of Arab nationalism, [ap¬ 
plause] When the Arabs in Lebanon fail to live together in one state, 
despite the long years they have lived together, it would be the 
practical and material proof they want to prove that the idea of Arab 
nationalism is invalid. Furthermore, I want to say that the partition¬ 
ing of Lebanon is a big blow to Islam, the religion of the sweeping 
majority of the Arab nation, because they want to present Islam as a 
rigid religion, which prevents its followers from living with others, 
even if they are the sons of the same people. 

This is a plot against Islam and the Moslems. I want to assert this 
point and not to be hesitant with anyone about it. I have said it in 
many of my conversations with those concerned, in Lebanon and 
outside Lebanon. It is a plot against Islam and Arabism and serves 
the interest of the enemy—-Zionism and Israel, [applause] 

Naturally, brothers, Arabism and Islam are stronger than these 
plotters. They will be unable, under the guise of Arabism and Islam, 
to strike at Arabism and Islam, because we are lying in wait for 
them. I can say here—although I would be diverging from the sub¬ 
ject to some extent—that the plot in Lebanon, as far as this question 
in particular is concerned, is a plot against Islam and Christianity. 
The struggle in its essence, not form, is not between Christianity 
and Islam but between Christianity and Islam on the one hand and 
their joint enemies on the other, [applause] 

This was our interpretation of the incidents in Lebanon, in which 
we participated with others. We said that this plot cannot achieve its 
objectives except through fighting. Therefore, in order to foil the 
plot, we had to stop the fighting. It is a clear mathematical formula. 
The way the plot can achieve its objective is through fighting, and in 
order to prevent the plot from achieving its objectives, we had to 
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stop the fighting. We proceeded to work for this. We made political 
and military efforts. We gave weapons, brothers, in order to stop 
the fighting. We gave ammunition, brothers, in order to stop the 
fighting. At one time, the balance of forces was not equal, and 
fighting could not have stopped. This is why we were compelled to 
give weapons and ammunition. We gave weapons to those who are 
attacking us and denying our efforts and sacrifices—those who de¬ 
nied and are denying the past and present efforts and sacrifices of 
this people, although these efforts and stands are clear like the sun 
and are known, remembered, and realized by every child not only 
in Syria but also in most countries of the Arab homeland. We gave 
weapons and ammunition to them. At one time, we took the arms 
from our soldiers and our formations and gave these arms to them. 

We have offered everything we could. This political decision of 
ours, our political decision to seek to stop the fighting, had an Arab 
and international dimension. We tried to narrow the problem in 
Lebanon as much as we could because we believed, and they be¬ 
lieved as well, that widening this problem on the Arab and interna¬ 
tional levels is in the interests of the conspiracy and not vice-versa. 
You are now seeing what they are doing. 

Despite this, despite our political and military efforts as far as 
offering arms and ammunition in large quantities and in various 
types, one day the front of the nationalist parties and the front of the 
Palestinian resistance collapsed. One day the front of the parties in 
Lebanon and the front of the Palestinian resistance in Lebanon col¬ 
lapsed. They were unable to stand on their own feet. They sent us 
cries for help, so we tried and exerted greater efforts. 

One day—in the middle of January, if I remember correctly—the 
foreign minister contacted me and said that they had contacted him 
by phone from the 'Aramun summit. I do not know Beirut well, but 
as far as I know, f Aramun is a place which includes the house of the 
Mufti, where meetings were held by the Mufti, the Imam, prime 
ministers, other Islamic personalities, and certain party leaders, 
including Kamal Junblatt. They contacted the foreign minister and 
pleaded with him to ask me to contact President Suleiman Faran- 
jiyya so that he would stop the fighting, because the situation was 
very bad. I told the foreign minister that I was not going to make 
contact and they must do so. Less than fifteen minutes later, he 
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contacted me for the second time and said that they had contacted 
him again to say that their situation was very bad and certain quar¬ 
ters had fallen. The Phalangist gunmen were storming the houses, 
and everything was falling before them. I told him I would not make 
contact and they must do so. When I said this, brothers, it was not 
out of hesitation or lack of desire to exert efforts. But I wondered at 
such requests, because I knew-and naturally we are the ones to 

know_that the resistance and the nationalist parties—and not only 

the Phalangists and the national liberals—had arms that did not 
belong to the Lebanese Army. The resistance and the parties had a 
lot more arms and ammunition than the Phalangists, the national 
liberals, and the Lebanese Army put together. The Lebanese Army 
was not in the battle; it was absolutely not a party in the battle. After 
a short while, he repeated the contact for the third time and said. 
Matters are very bad, and they plead that you accept. Indeed, re¬ 
ports reached us on the fall of al-Maslakh, al-Karantina, and other 
places. They said then. If you do not make quick contact, the Pha¬ 
langists will outflank western Beirut. The road is open before them. 
The western sector is now under the control of the organizations, 
the parties, and armed men. 

At this point I said, "Poor western sector." I realized that I had to 
make contact. I contacted President Faranjiyya and told him. Broth¬ 
er President, you face a dangerous massacre, which will have reper¬ 
cussions everywhere. I wish you would act quickly to stop it and 
avoid its consequences. Children, women, the unarmed, every¬ 
body is being attacked. This matter will have grave results. Please, 
look into the matter and do your best. We are waiting for the results 
of your efforts. There was a discussion on the phone between me 
and President Faranjiyya. We finally agreed on a cease-fire for a 
specific hour that night. I think it was at 2000 or 2100 hours. 

After this, reports came to say that fighting was escalating and 
that matters were going from bad to worse. We held a meeting here 
in Damascus. I met with certain brothers in the command and began 
to think of what we could do to save the situation. We exerted 
political efforts. We gave arms and ammunition. All this was hap¬ 
pening, and yet it was not enough to save the situation. 

Hence, we had no choice but to intervene directly. Of course, we 
discussed the issue from various angles. We also discussed the 
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dangers of intervention and the eventualities of war between us and 
Israel. We had two alternatives then: either we do not intervene and 
the resistance in Lebanon collapses and is liquidated in light of this 
military situation and in light of the cries for help; or we do intervene 
and save the resistance. 

We discussed the possibility of a war. It was possible but not 
inevitable, for reasons I do not want to mention in detail at this 
point. However, the conspiracy in Lebanon has aims. Had Israel 
obstructed us and war occurred, this war would have been the 
opposite of what the conspiracy aims at achieving. Despite this, war 
was a likely possibility, and the lack of war was also a likely 
possibility. 

We thus said we must go in to save the resistance. We decided to 
go in under the name of the PL A. The PL A began to go into Leba¬ 
non, and nobody knew of this. Those who are speaking now in the 
name of Palestine, who live under illusions and deny every effort 
we exerted for their sake, did not know of the decision to send the 
PLA. They did not know of the army until it was inside Lebanese 
territory. We did not consult them nor did we consult the nationalist 
parties. As a matter of fact, none of them was prepared to argue with 
us regarding any measure. They were asking for any measure we 
could take to save them. 

Following the f Aramun contact and on the same day the leaders of 
the nationalist parties came to Syria, they spent a long time in the 
Foreign Ministry building. They were here in the Syrian Foreign 
Ministry building looking for a solution to the problem and a digni¬ 
fied exit from what they were in, while we were moving the army 
into Lebanon to defend them and the Palestinian resistance. 

On the morning of the next day, I received them in my house. 
Kamal Junblatt was with them. Kamal Junblatt was in 'Aramun 
when they contacted the foreign minister by telephone. He came to 
Syria the next morning. I received him and the leaders of the parties. 
I remember, and those of them who are now listening to me will 
remember, how their morale was then. At any rate, their morale 
was not good. I made them understand and told them, We are with 
you and with the Lebanese people. We will oppose the massacres. 
We will oppose liquidations because this is in the interests of all the 
parties in Lebanon. 
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We sent in the PLA and other forces, and matters were supposed 
to return to normal. 

While I was talking to them, President Suleiman Faranjiyya con¬ 
tacted me. I spoke to him over the telephone. The conversation dealt 
with several issues, but there is no reason to repeat the whole con¬ 
versation, although I can even recall the whole conversation. Here I 
must apologize to Brother President Suleiman Faranjiyya for men¬ 
tioning these matters. I hope that he will excuse me, because the 
matter is important and is related to placing the facts before the 
people. 

I say before you that he was an honest man in his dealings and 
upheld his word to us. He told me that Syrian forces were entering 
Lebanon. I reminded him of the conversation that had taken place 
the day before and told him that the matter was serious and I hope, 
brother president, that all the Arabs would understand us. I told 
him that our stand toward the Palestinians was consistent and that 
as far as the Palestinians were concerned, there was a red line that 
we would absolutely not allow anyone to go beyond. This was what 
I said to President Suleiman Faranjiyya, while knowing that such 
talk between two heads of state is more than is necessary and more 
than what is acceptable. However, it is a fateful issue. Again, I 
apologize to Brother President Suleiman Faranjiyya, because the 
matter is related to placing the facts before the people, [applause] 
We ended this telephone conversation by agreeing that a committee 
should go to Lebanon to work for a cease-fire. This was done. You 
will recall that a Syrian delegation went to Lebanon and held discus¬ 
sions and numerous meetings. What is important is that a short 
while after the delegation went to Lebanon, firing ceased, as is 
known, and we began to work quickly to create a positive atmos¬ 
phere and constructive climate which would help everyone embark 
on fruitful, joint work. Firing ceased, and we said that we had to 
consolidate the cease-fire. 

Let us ask what the resistance wants. We sent for the resistance 
leaders to come to the Foreign Ministry in Damascus—foremost of 
whom was Yasir 'Arafat. . . . We told them to write down what 
they wanted from Lebanon. They wrote down what they wanted. 
We took what they wrote down to the authorities in Lebanon. We 
discussed the matter, and the Lebanese authorities agreed to every¬ 
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thing that they had written down without omitting one single letter 
from it. I say and admit that not everything that was written down 
and demanded was necessary to protect the resistance or to enable it 
to exercise its role of struggle against the occupying enemy. Nev¬ 
ertheless, the Lebanese authorities approved everything that had 
been written down without omitting one single letter. The agree¬ 
ment is in front of me now. I would like to read the agreement to 
you. These are words written down by the resistance leaders 
themselves: 

''One, the PLO is the sole representative of the Palestinian people 
in Lebanon, and no other side can be recognized." What was 
intended by this was to consolidate the position of the PLO in such a 
way that no one could challenge it and the state could not recognize 
any side but the PLO. "Two, the PLO is responsible for the affairs of 
the Palestinians inside the camps. Three, the PLO has the right to 
take measures inside the camps to safeguard its security against any 
foreign, external aggression. Four, the PLO has the right to exercise 
all the rights given to it according to the Cairo agreement and its 
appendixes. Five, the Palestinian presence in Lebanon shall not be 
harmed or harassed. Six, the security or presence of the Palestinian 
resistance in Lebanon shall not be harmed or harassed." 

What does the resistance want after all this, and what does the 
PLO want? This is the section related to Lebanese-Palestinian rela¬ 
tions. Is all this necessary for the resistance to carry out its activities 
against Israel? I say no. Nevertheless, the Lebanese authorities 
agreed to everything that I read out. Nonetheless, they seek now— 
as we hear over the radios, to confuse the Arab public and perhaps 
the world—to defend and protect the Palestinian resistance, while 
the truth is that there are forces inside Lebanon and in the interna¬ 
tional scene which are seeking to exploit the Palestinian resistance 
for the sake of their tactical or strategic objectives. The Palestinian 
resistance is currently fighting for the accomplishment of the objec¬ 
tives of others and against the interest and goals of the Palestinian 
Arab people, [applause] 

After this agreement, we said that there were several national 
questions [to be discussed]. Motivated by a spirit of fraternity and 
because we realized that several things could be averted by the 
Lebanese authorities in that phase—because of all this, we said we 
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had to make a fraternal effort in the hope of achieving some useful 
results. Furthermore, there were numerous discussions and meet¬ 
ings, and agreement was reached on a number of measures, which 
were called national reforms, which were documented and written 
down on a paper. 

The paper was later called the constitutional document. This doc- 
ument included at least ninety-five percent of what was demanded 
by the nationalist parties. I say here that we in Syria added several 
points which had not been demanded by these parties. The provi¬ 
sion for the Arabism of Lebanon was not demanded by the national¬ 
ist parties. However, Lebanon's Arab affiliation was stated in the 
constitutional document, [applause] The Lebanese authorities 
agreed to that. Therefore, agreement was reached to regulate Leba- 
nese-Palestinian relations, and agreement was reached on the con¬ 
stitutional document, which included the national reforms. 

As for us in Syria and through our contacts with these parties, we 
regarded the constitutional document as a great national victory and 
a victory for every Lebanese without any exception. There are thou¬ 
sands in Lebanon who do not have Lebanese nationality. Most Arab 
leaders have known this fact about Lebanon for many years. Many 
interceded, fought, and struggled to resolve this problem, but it was 
not resolved. This problem was resolved in the constitutional docu¬ 
ment, and agreement was reached to give Lebanese nationality to 
everyone. Job sectarianism, which all Lebanese citizens were suffer¬ 
ing from and only one class of leaders was benefiting from—it was 
agreed to abolish job sectarianism. It became evident to me later that 
this move constituted a problem and a reason for bringing the situa¬ 
tion to a head later on, because the end of job sectarianism has 
canceled privileges. 

This cancellation was the reason for the flare-up of the situation 
later—because the cancellation of the sectarian structure of govern¬ 
ment posts canceled the privileges of some people. These people 
once demanded the cancellation of the sectarian structure of gov¬ 
ernment posts, but when the cancellation was made, or when an 
agreement was reached on the cancellation, they were shocked to 
have lost their privileges. 

You realize that I have tried and I will continue to try not to 
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mention names except when necessary. There were provisions on 
equality for all, the establishment of a constitutional court, eco¬ 
nomic and social reforms, the Arabism of Lebanon, giving citizen¬ 
ship, canceling religious sectarianism, and many other things 
which, as we know, were part of the problems in the past. But there 
are people who want to keep these problems, because they thrived 
on them. Some of the armed people in Lebanon today are against 
security. If security is achieved, they will be out of work. This is a 
problem. 

When agreement was reached on these matters, the president of 
Lebanon came to Damascus. Everything was agreed on, finally, and 
he returned to Beirut. All these matters were discussed at a cabinet 
meeting. The constitutional document was approved and was 
broadcast by the president over Beirut radio and television. As we 
heard, rifle shots were fired everywhere to rejoice in the announce¬ 
ment of the declaration. 

A cease-fire really took effect. I remember the situation continued 
to be quiet for fifty days. Then suddenly a military coup d'etat took 
place on 11 March. I do not want to question the men who carried 
out the coup. They might have been good people. I do not know any 
of them. They might have had Lebanon's interests in mind and 
nothing else. But if this was the aim, they failed to achieve it. With¬ 
out discussing the coup, we can say without hesitation that it did 
not consolidate the cease-fire, the progress of national reforms, or 
the interest of the Palestinian resistance in securing the continuity of 
the cease-fire, so that the Palestinian resistance could devote its 
efforts to engaging the Israeli enemy. The coup came as a challenge, 
inviting a return of fighting in Lebanon. The coup came to raise a 
problem which had not been raised. It raised the problem of the 
resignation of the president of the republic, particularly as the term 
of the president would end in some five months, as I recall. Yasir 
'Arafat came to me a few days after the coup—three or four days 
after the coup. He appealed to me to make an effort to persuade the 
president of the republic to resign. I do not conceal the fact that I 
found this request strange. I said then that I would not make any 
effort and that I believed that what had been raised by the coup was 
unrelated to the Lebanese national interest and that the resignation 
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or nonresignation of the president of the republic was not a major 
problem for the Lebanese masses. Yasir 'Arafat left without any 
promises from me to make any efforts. 

On the morning of the next day, we found out that our duty 
dictated that we not sit back or despair as long as the matter was 
related to brothers of ours, who were part of our people, and that we 
had to make efforts to keep things under control, prevent the re¬ 
sumption of combat operations, and foil any attempt aimed at re- 
suming combat operations. 

We decided to contact the sides concerned. Syrian delegations 
went to Lebanon and Lebanese delegations came to Syria. I dis¬ 
cussed the matter in all its aspects. Again I say that President Sulei¬ 
man Faranjiyya was noble and honorable. We reached an agree¬ 
ment, which I spoke about in this place previously, in light of these 
contacts and in light of preserving the legitimacy, which everyone 
upheld, including the coupists—as was mentioned in their commu¬ 
nique number one—and naturally the parties that call themselves 
the nationalist parties. 

In light of all this, the following was agreed on: One, to amend the 
constitution or an article of the constitution allowing the election of a 
new president of the republic six months prior to the expiration of 
the term of the old president; two, to elect the new president; and 
three, to move on then to the resignation of the current president. 
When we reached this agreement, the situation came to a head 
violently. The coup came and raised the question of the resignation 
of the president, and it was adopted by several nationalist parties. 
They asked us to make efforts, and we did make efforts. When we 
reached agreement on what was requested by everyone in this re¬ 
spect, the situation came to a head. Fighting erupted, and they were 
saying that the president of the republic must resign. 

At the time Yasir 'Arafat asked that we receive Kamal Junblatt. We 
told Yasir 'Arafat, "Why should we receive Kamal Junblatt while he 
is insisting on continuing the fighting and while we in Syria feel the 
same as you do—and still do, as you say—that fighting is the means 
for achieving the objectives of the plot?" Why should we receive 
Kamal Junblatt while he was insisting on continuing the fighting, 
and what was the use of such a meeting? Yasir 'Arafat said, "No, 
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these are statements intended for local consumption, the Lebanese 
way. Do not pay attention to them. Everything is all right." 

We received Kamal Junblatt. I had a lengthy meeting with him, 
which lasted for many hours. We reviewed Lebanon s incidents 
from the beginning. We analyzed Lebanon's incidents—the analy¬ 
sis which I am giving now/l told Junblatt that "we agreed with you 
on the analysis of Lebanon'S incidents. We all worked for the cessa¬ 
tion of fighting, and we helped you politically and militarily, and by 
militarily I mean supplying you with arms and ammunition. Nev¬ 
ertheless, you could not hold out, and we entered Lebanon, taking 
the risk of a war with Israel. We achieved for the resistance all the 
guarantees it wanted—guarantees providing for the freedom of ac¬ 
tion of the resistance. Then we discussed the national reforms, and 
the constitutional document was agreed upon, and the document 
included ninety to ninety-five percent of your demands. Then the 
coup came to raise the question of the resignation of the president of 
the republic, although this question had not been under discussion 
and we did not support it. You supported the coup and its objectives 
regarding the resignation of the president of the republic. We dis¬ 
cussed the matter, and we made contacts and efforts and reached an 
agreement on this question. But when we reached this agreement, 
you brought the situation to a head. Up to now, we are satisfied with 
what we have done. We were satisfied because we were walking in 
the light and knew where we were heading. We thought that we 
were proceeding together with you on one line and for one objec¬ 
tive. However, now after what has happened, we want you to tell us 
what you really want. The rights of and guarantees for the re¬ 
sistance are no longer a problem. The national reforms, inasmuch as 
Lebanon's circumstances permit, are no longer a problem. The 
question of the presidency—the resignation of the president—is no 
longer a problem. What else do you want?' 

We discussed the constitutional document. I believe that there 
were no major objections [by Junblatt]. I can cite some examples to 
you. Junblatt said that we agreed on six points; the constitutional 
document contains seventeen points. I told him in brief that what 
was important was not the number of points or whether they were 
six or seventeen. What was important was the contents of those 
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points which were not in harmony with your demands and of your 
demands which were not included in these points. This was what 
was important, not the number of the points. He said a committee 
had been formed which studied the document and concluded that it 
was ambiguous. I told him that the document was an outline for 
future action and that every point in the document needed deci¬ 
sions, decrees, and laws. At this point, meanings would become 
very clear, and you could include all the details you wanted. It is 
impossible to do this now, and there is no justification for going into 
more details or specifics now. 

He spoke about secularism. I told him that the Phalangist Party is 
enthusiastic about secularization. When the leadership of the Pha¬ 
langist Party, headed by Sheikh Pierre al-Jumayyil, visited us, I 
asked him in person about this matter. He told me, "I do not accept 
a substitute to secularization. I insist on and cling to a secular state in 
Lebanon." I raised this matter with the Moslems, with Musa al- 
Sadr, with certain prime ministers, and with certain speakers of the 
house. They rejected it because the matter deals with the essence of 
Islam. 

This is something which you in our country, brothers, must 
know. It is misleading. The Moslems in Lebanon are the ones who 
do not want secularization and not vice-versa, because the matter 
deals with the essence of Islam. The Phalangists cling to seculariza¬ 
tion, and Kamal Junblatt clings to secularization. I told him, "The 
Moslem ulema are the ones who do not agree to secularization." He 
replied, "Do not pay attention to them; they do not represent any¬ 
thing." I told him the matter is not one of representation. (At this 
point I would like to repeat and say that I would not have said what I 
am saying had not the matter dealt with the clarification of certain 
facts.) He said they do not represent anything. I told him, "The 
matter is not one of representation but an issue which touches on 
Islam—when a matter deals with Islam, it must not be taken light¬ 
ly- This is what I said at the meeting: "the matter is not one of 
representation—whether they represent or do not represent—but 
one dealing with Islam." [applause] 

He said, "Let us discipline them. We must have decisive military 
action. They have been governing us for 140 years, and we want to 
get rid of them." At this point, I realized that all the masks had 
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fallen. Therefore, the matter was not as we used to say it was and 
not as we were told. The matter was not between the right and left or 
between a progressive and a reactionary. It was not between a 
Moslem and a Christian. The matter was one of vengeance, a matter 
of revenge, which dates back 140 years. Of course, if I am going to 
proceed from the fact that I am a Moslem, I must be against this 
trend, because Islam is love and justice and not hatred and ani¬ 
mosity. Islam is for justice for all and against injustice to anyone. 
Islam has prohibited vengeance and revenge. If I am a true Mos- 
lem—and I am a Moslem, with God's help—I have to be against this 
trend, [applause] If I were to proceed from the fact that I am a 
revolutionary, the matter is the same. A revolution is justice for all. 
A revolution is against all kinds of injustice, [applause] A revolution 
is correction and reform. A revolutionary does not remove injustice 
from one to place it on another. He removes injustice from himself 
and from others. This is a revolutionary. This is a Moslem. The true 
Moslem is the true revolutionary. Islam is the greatest revolution in 
the history of our Arab nation and of humanity, [applause] 

Brothers, Kamal Junblatt emerged from this meeting and left me 
with the impression that he insisted on fighting. I told him, "Do not 
count on any help. We cannot march with you on a path which we 
both agree upon in advance is the path of the conspiracy." On the 
next day, rather on the same day, I invited Yasir 'Arafat. I received 
him the next day. He was accompanied by some brothers. I talked 
with them at length. I repeated to them a lot of what I said during my 
meeting with Brother Kamal Junblatt. I repeated to them what I just 
said. I discussed with them the dangers of the decisive military 
action which he [presumably Junblatt] called for. 

At this point, I would like to say something about decisive mili¬ 
tary action. Decisive military action in a country like Lebanon, deci¬ 
sive military action between two parties in one homeland, is impos¬ 
sible. Decisive military action regarding any problem means the 
final liquidation of this problem; it means finding a drastic solution 
to this problem. Decisive military action in this sense in a country 
like Lebanon is impossible, because the issue does not depend 
solely upon the factor of might but also upon the availability of other 
elements, which are not present in Lebanon. I am not philosophiz¬ 
ing on the subject. In brief, I want to say: this is what decisive 
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military action means; and decisive military action in Lebanon is 
impossible, because the factor of might is not the only condition 
which must be available. There are other factors and conditions 
which must be available but are not at present. 

However, if decisive military action was intended to create a state 
of repression in the Lebanese arena, then this matter, if achieved, 
would have extremely grave repercussions. If we strike at the con¬ 
spiracy from one end, decisive military action, if achieved, would 
bring about the objectives of the conspiracy from the other end. 
Decisive military action in this sense, if achieved, would first result 
in a new problem in Lebanon and in this area. A problem would 
arise, and we now do not know what it might be called—the prob¬ 
lem of a people, the problem of a religion, the problem of Lebanon, 
the problem of part of Lebanon. It is difficult to know now what this 
problem might come to be called if it ever arose. However, we can 
unreservedly and without hesitation assert now that if we had deci¬ 
sive military action, a big and grave problem would arise which 
would (?preoccupy) us, the area, and the world. This problem 
would have a special characteristic. It would be the problem of those 
who are oppressed. The world would sympathize with the prob¬ 
lem, because the world always sympathizes with the oppressed. 
This is the first result that would ensue from decisive military action 
as they want it—if they can achieve it. 

The second result is that the world would seek to find a solution to 
this problem. As you can see, the world tries its best to find solu¬ 
tions to all problems, particularly big problems, the problems of 
peoples, the problems of the oppressed. The world, the entire 
world, struggles to find solutions to the problems of the oppressed. 

The world will seek to find a solution to this problem. What could 
this solution be? We can all guess that a solution would not take 
place without the partitioning of Lebanon. But it will be a partition 
of violence and oppression. 

This partition would result in ever greater additional dangers 
than the ones which would result if partition took place without 
violence. A state for those who are oppressed would be estab¬ 
lished—a state filled with rancor, a state whose sons would inherit 
rancor as a result of the oppression from which they suffered. They 
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would disavow all the Arab values and all the values of Islam, since 
Islam, as I have said, is the religion of the majority in the Arab 
homeland. 

I say frankly and clearly, a state more dangerous and more hostile 
than Israel would be established—not because the people who 
would live in this state would be Israelis or aliens. No, they are an 
essential part of our people. It is not because of this that they and 
their state would be more dangerous and hostile than Israel. They 
would be so as a result of the series of oppressions they had suf¬ 
fered. As a result of this oppression, this state and those in it would 
be more dangerous and hostile than Israel. 

The third result: A decisive military action in this way would open 
doors to every foreign intervention, particularly Israel's interven¬ 
tion. Let us all visualize the magnitude of the tragedy which might 
ensue if Israel were to intervene and save some Arabs from other 
Arabs. 

The fourth thing: Numerous negative repercussions (which 
would be caused by such decisive action on the Palestinian issue), 
both from the Palestinians and from world public opinion and its 
support for the Palestinian cause and the Arab struggle. 

The fifth thing: We can all imagine the many negative repercus¬ 
sions which would take place in the Arab homeland—repercussions 
on the Arab conscience would ensue from such a solution. We can 
also visualize an image, consequent on a solution, of the relations 
that would be formed in this area—an ugly picture detrimental to 
Arab interests and objectives. 

What was important in this meeting was that I asked Brother Yasir 
'Arafat to appreciate the gravity of these circumstances and the 
seriousness of continuing the fighting, particularly the gravity of the 
participation of Palestinian fighters in this fighting. I told him then 
and I say now, I cannot imagine what the connection is between the 
fighting of Palestinians in the highest mountains of Lebanon and 
the liberation of Palestine. I cannot imagine any such a relationship. 
The Palestinian fighting in Jabal Lubnan is definitely not fighting for 
Palestine. He wants to liberate Jounieh and Tripoli and does not 
want to liberate Palestine, even if he so claims. This is what they 
used to say in 1970. Brothers, remember what was being said in 
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Jordan in 1970. They raised slogans, such as all power for the re¬ 
sistance, all power for the revolution, and we will liberate Palestine through 
Amman. In essence, the matter is being repeated in Lebanon. 

At that meeting, Yasir 'Arafat promised to withdraw from the 
fighting. He went directly to Lebanon to inform the others of this. At 
this point, I do not want to discuss details, but I must say that the 
order was not completely implemented. At any rate, the fighting 
stopped after a few days, but, if you remember, the fighting stopped 
after the arrival of Dean Brown in Beirut. Let us go back in memory: 
The fighting stopped after Dean Brown's arrival in Beirut. Certainly, 
as an Arab, I thank any person in the world who can stop the firing 
in Lebanon. What is important is for the tragedy and the conspiracy 
to end. However, it is surprising that the firing was suspended only 
after Dean Brown's arrival. By these words I would like to say that if 
the United States wants to stop the firing and seeks to end it, we 
welcome this. If any foreign or Arab state is seeking to stop the firing 
and can end it, we welcome this, [applause] 

At any rate, cries arose after this. Cries arose saying that Syria has 
stopped sending aid. We all remember these cries. Syria has 
stopped sending aid! As if Syria has to extend aid to whoever wishes 
it, to offer arms, ammunition, and even soldiers to whoever asks for 
them, irrespective of its national interests and irrespective of our 
national objectives and aspirations as well as our opinion about 
national interests. Syria is against the suspension of firing [as 
heard], yet they expect us to offer them arms so that they will 
continue the firing. Syria believes that the path being followed is the 
one of conspiracy; yet they want, expect from Syria, and assume 
that Syria must offer them, arms to continue on this path, which is 
detrimental to them, to us, and to our national interests. 

It is obvious that this is not possible. It is obvious that Syria does 
not move without conviction. It is obvious that nobody can drag 
Syria into a position it does not want. This must be clear every¬ 
where. We will not move without conviction. We will not compro¬ 
mise our principles and objectives. We will not adopt any decisions 
without giving due consideration to our national and Pan-Arab in¬ 
terests. [applause] Syria is the land of steadfastness. Whoever sup¬ 
ports steadfastness must support Syria. Syria is the land of libera¬ 
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tion. Whoever supports liberation must support Syria. Syria is the 
land of nationalism and progress. Whoever supports nationalism 
and progress must support Syria. Syria is the land of Palestinian 
struggle. Whoever supports the Palestinian struggle must support 
Syria, [applause] Any talk about war, any talk about the liberation of 
Palestine without Syria, is ignorance and misleads the masses. 

During this period, our contacts with the resistance continued, 
proceeding from the slogan of no despair and no surrender in combat¬ 
ting the enemies of the nation and the conspiracies aimed against 
the issues and aspirations of the nation. Our contacts with the re¬ 
sistance continued; about the middle of the fourth month, we held a 
meeting with the resistance leadership. The meeting continued all 
night, as I remember. In the morning of the following day, we 
announced the points that were agreed on. This is the statement we 
announced on 16 April 1976. The time noted on the statement was 
0400. 

Those who attended the meeting were PLO Executive Committee 
Chairman Yasir 'Arafat, Zuheir Muhsin [head of the PLO military 
department], Faruq Qaddumi [head of the PLO political depart¬ 
ment], Nayif Hawatimah [leader of the Democratic Popular Front 
for the Liberation of Palestine], Salah Khalaf [member of the al- 
Fatah Central Committee], and Abu Salih. 'Abd al-Halim Khaddam 
[Syrian foreign minister], Najo Jamil [Syrian deputy defense minis¬ 
ter and air force commander], and Hikmat ash-Shihabi [Syrian army 
chief of staff] also attended. The situation in the area in general and 
the situation in Lebanon in particular were reviewed. The aspects of 
the crisis in Lebanon and the perils of its continuation were assessed 
and analyzed. The viewpoints were in agreement on the various 
matters; the viewpoints were in agreement on the various matters— 
that is to say, we were agreed on what I have just said. The two sides 
asserted their concern for the fraternal Lebanese people, their se¬ 
curity, the safety of their territory, and their stability. On this occa¬ 
sion, the two sides appealed to the fraternal people to end the 
fighting and bloodshed. The two sides agreed on the following: 

1. To halt the fighting and adopt a unified stand against any side 
which resumes combat operations. (Therefore, we agreed to take 
effective measures against any side that resumes fighting opera- 
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tions. Of course, the same people who agreed with us and made 
such statements were the ones who resumed the fighting opera¬ 
tions.) 

2. To re-form the tripartite Syrian-Palestinian-Lebanese Higher 
Military Committee, so as to achieve a halt to the fighting, and to 
implement and supervise it until a new president is elected. The 
new president will decide on the security measures as he deems fit 
in accordance with his constitutional powers. 

3. To resist partition in all its forms and any action or measure that 
harms the unity of Lebanon's territory and people. 

4. To reject the American plans and solutions in Lebanon. 

5. To adhere to the continuation of the Syrian initiative. 

6. To reject internationalization or the entry of any international 
forces into Lebanon. 

7. To reject the Arabization of the crisis in Lebanon. 

This agreement did not see the light as far as its implementation is 
concerned. What happened was that on 6 June after this agree- 
men t—the al-Fatah organization, some other Palestinian groups, 
and some of the parties which call themselves nationalist parties in 
Lebanon, launched a planned all-out attack on the offices of the 
Union of the People's Working Forces, the offices of al-Sa iqa, the 
offices of the Ba'th party, the positions and offices of the Palestine 
Liberation Army, and the offices of the other groups of the National 
Front in Lebanon—this without any preliminaries. At that time I 
had in my office Libyan Prime Minister Maj 'Abd as-Salam Jallud 
he is still in Damascus, as you know. With him was Algerian Foreign 
Minister Abdelkrim Benmahmoud. We received a report that al- 
Fatah and the aforementioned groups were launching a large-scale 
attack in all parts of Beirut. 

We had agreed to take measures against any side which started 
fighting operations. It was they who started the fighting operations 
but against Palestinians, national Lebanese groups, and the Pal¬ 
estine Liberation Army. We pushed some of our forces in the direc¬ 
tion of Beirut in order to restore things to normal. We then halted 
the advance of these forces before reaching Beirut, as a result of the 
urging of our brother Algerians and Libyans. The resistance leaders 
who staged the operation cried and became angry when they 
learned that we were advancing toward Beirut. They contacted the 

224 


brothers, the Libyan prime minister and the Algerian minister, who 
asked us to halt the advancing forces, saying that things would 
return to what they were before and that we should view what had 
happened as a temporary matter. We welcomed this idea; we wel¬ 
comed this idea. The same night, they [resistance leaders] informed 
us that they had released the detainees and left the offices they had 
occupied, that they would allow Brother Kamal Shatila, secretary 
general of the Union of the People's Working Forces, to appear on 
television and deny the statement they had issued in his name, and 
they said that what had happened was a temporary matter. We 
were glad about that. We had not wished to reach Beirut. We want¬ 
ed the solution to that problem and any problem, and we still have 
the same wish—the wish that every problem may be solved without 
our being compelled to reach Beirut. 

However, what happened was, regrettably, the reverse. And it so 
happened that what they had said was untrue. They had occupied 
the offices, arrested whoever they did arrest, and killed whoever 
they did kill from all the aforementioned groups. They had also 
attacked the Syrian soldiers who had earlier gone there to help 
them. They mercilessly attacked those soldiers and tried to do all 
they could to harm them. They tried to do all they could to harm the 
Syrian soldiers who had entered to help them and to contribute to 
thwarting all the crises to which they were being subjected in more 
than one place. Despite this, we continued to halt the [Syrian] 
forces. We continued to halt the forces and gave orders to the sol¬ 
diers that they should only defend themselves and that, in their 
own defense, their action should be most limited. Brothers, they 
were infantry soldiers who have no artillery, tanks, or any means of 
support that are usually found in army formations. We did not give 
them support at all. Despite the presence of the Syrian Air Force 
over Beirut, we did not permit the air force to fire a single shot either 
in Beirut or in any part of Lebanon. 

At this juncture, we remember how much they talked about the 
air attacks. Up to this time the Syrian Air Force has not attacked any 
place in Lebanon, nor hit any target, fired a single shot, dropped a 
single bomb, or fired a single rocket in any place in Lebanon. More¬ 
over, we could have given support to those soldiers from other 
positions in which we were present, but we did not do so. Of 
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course, we are confident of our soldiers effectiveness and of the fact 
that no one can go beyond certain limits in harming them. However, 
had we dealt with the matter with a purely technical military logic, 
we would have given them quick support irrespective of the de¬ 
struction which would have befallen the others. We preferred bear¬ 
ing the harm and our soldiers' tolerating the harm to destroying and 
killing the others. 

It appears sometimes that they misinterpreted our position and 
did not understand it as it really was. In my estimation, it sometimes 
appears that they have not understood our position as yet. The 
offenses they have committed against Syria through their offenses 
against the Syrian soldiers have not been committed by anyone else. 
They have offended not just the soldiers who were present in Beirut 
airport. In the camps there are brothers. Three years ago, we sent 
our soldiers to defend the Palestinian camps in Lebanon; we sent 
materiel with the Syrian soldiers three years ago, to defend the 


Palestinian camps in Beirut, in the south, and in Tripoli. These 
soldiers, who have been living in the camps for three years now, 
have been gravely harmed. 

We have brothers from Lebanon in our midst, and they are aware 
how much harm has been done to those soldiers, some of whom 
have been killed and some have been arrested. Everybody is aware 
that those soldiers have had nothing to do with all that has hap¬ 


pened. The fighting is taking place in Beirut among the factions; but 
the eyes of these soldiers are watching the Israeli Air Force, to fight it 
should it attack the Palestinian camps. Some of them have been 
detained, and others have been killed, even in Tel al-Za'tar, of which 
they are now talking. A number of Syrian soldiers are still being 
detained in the Tel al-Za'tar camp even now; that is, unless they 
have already killed them—unless they have already killed them. In 
the south, in Sidon also, Syrian soldiers who were defending the 
area and the camps have been detained, and some of them have 
been killed. 

Earlier, we chose those soldiers from the various sectors of the 
Syrian Army. We deliberately chose them. 

We deliberately wanted soldiers of every formation of the Syrian 
Army to go there for Pan-Arab reasons—to defend the camps so that 
we might strengthen the spirit of the defense of the Palestinian 
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cause and the camps in every one of our Syrian formations. We had 
a small number of individual rockets. We spared whatever possible 
of this small number of rockets and sent them with our soldiers to 
defend the Palestinian camps in Lebanon. However, that was how 
they treated these soldiers. Perhaps we can now say. This is the 
reward of [word indistinct]. How remote these actions are from the 
manners of the Arabs. How far these actions are from the character 
of the Moslems. 

When the forces advanced—we had pushed a brigade toward 
Sidon—the brigade was preceded by an advance detachment of 
company strength. This detachment and this brigade were ap¬ 
plauded by the people all along the road in every village and town, 
and roses were tossed at them everywhere. There was a distance 
between the detachment and the brigade. The detachment arrived 
in Sidon and the people of Sidon received it. The soldiers stood in 
one of the squares, and the children and women approached them, 
carrying pictures and ornaments. Our soldiers alighted from their 
vehicles and joined the people, reciprocating their welcome and 
embracing them as if they had returned to their family after a long 
absence, [applause] As they were in such a situation—our soldiers 
with the compatriots in Sidon, with the women and children—the 
gunmen of the organizations poured fire on our soldiers and the 
children and women, as well as on the vehicles, killing whoever 
they could and destroying whatever they could. These are facts, 
brothers, examples of actions this people must be aware of so that 
they may know who the people are who are now disavowing every 
value and every effort and sacrifice this people and the heroic army 
of Syria have made, [applause] 

Naturally, all of us realize—all of you realize—that we could easi¬ 
ly counter such actions with decisive and crushing measures. We 
could have destroyed whatever we liked and purged every place of 
these persons, killed whomever we could and whomever we want¬ 
ed. But we did not do so. The orders remained: Do not strike except 
in self-defense and within the narrowest limit. Why? Because I be¬ 
lieved and I continue to believe that the plot is much bigger than 
those small people who are implementing such small treacherous 
actions. 

I say frankly, brothers, that there is no military problem in Leba- 


227 














Appendix 


non. We wish that every member of the resistance were equal to a 
whole army and that every individual in some of the Lebanese 
parties were equal to a whole army. We would then have fought 
Israel, liberated the land, and enjoyed much welfare and prosperity. 
But this is one thing, and reality is something else. 

There is no military problem in Lebanon. If we intended to settle 
our accounts militarily, it would be an easy matter. If we wanted to 
follow the course of settling accounts militarily, then the matter 
would have been settled long ago. But we did not follow this 
course—first, because, as I have already said, the plot is bigger than 
those; and second, because we wanted the misleaders to know the 
limits of how far they can go and at the same time we wanted to give 
the misleaders enough time to discover the facts for themselves, 
particularly that Syria has given them the breath of life and nurtured 
and supported them with the blood of its dutiful sons. 

Who is it that now stands up in Lebanon and says no to Syria in 
Lebanon? This is an odd and strange thing. Those who speak in the 
name of Palestine stand up and say, Do not enter Lebanon. They 
forget, or try to disregard, or want us and the world to forget or 
disregard, the fact that Lebanon is not Palestine and that Beirut is 
the capital of Lebanon and not of Palestine. Who complained when 
we entered Lebanon? It was not the president of Lebanon, its for¬ 
eign minister, prime minister, or speaker of the Chamber of Depu¬ 
ties. It was the PLO's foreign minister, the chief of the PLO's Politi¬ 
cal Department, or the PLO Executive Committee's chairman, or 
so-and-so, speaking in the name of Palestine. Naturally, such a 
person must carry a rifle to complain against Syria. By what ethical, 
patriotic, and legal logic do these persons stand and say. Leave 
Lebanon, withdraw from Lebanon and have no connection with 
Lebanon. How does a Palestinian stand up in Lebanon to tell the 
Syrian, Do not enter Lebanon. 

I am saying this, brothers, to reveal the facts. This is what is 
actually happening. We in Syria will always remain the heart of 
Arabism. [cheers and applause] Because we are the heart of Arab- 
ism, we cannot understand how a Palestinian Arab citizen and a 
Palestinian fedayeen can stand up in Lebanon to tell the Syrian 
soldier. Get out of Lebanon. If the argument is that the Palestinian 
fears this soldier, then why does he fear him in Lebanon and not in 
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Syria? The Palestinian fedayeen goes from Syria to Lebanon to tell 
the Palestinian [as heard] soldier. Get out of Lebanon. He then 
returns to Syria to meet with the Syrian soldier. This is strange and 
odd. Who is it who tells us. Leave such and such a place. Leave 
Sawfar, leave Sidon, and leave Tripoli, or any other place. Not the 
official or the citizen in Lebanon but the Palestinian Arab citizen. Is 
this being done in the name of Palestine? Is this done for the sake of 
the liberation of Palestine? Of course and definitely not. It is being 
done for the sake of everything other than Palestine, [applause] We 
in Syria accept it if the president of Lebanon should tell us. Get out 
or do not get out. We accept it if the prime minister of Lebanon 
should tell us. Get out or do not get out. We accept this from the 
speaker of the Chamber of Deputies and even every citizen in Leba¬ 
non. But we cannot accept this from any Palestinian Arab citizen. 
We absolutely refuse to allow any Palestinian Arab citizen to tell us. 
Get out of Lebanon. It is not only us but also all the Arabs who refuse 
this. 

Syria's sacrifices for the sake of Palestine were not made for the 
sake of so-and-so and will not be for their sake in the future. If they 
want us to disavow the Palestinian cause, then they have erred in 
their judgment. If they want us to disavow the idea of the resistance, 
they have erred in their intentions. The issue is sacred, as far as we 
are concerned. The issue is ours, and it is not an issue of individuals, 
particularly when they behave in a manner harming this issue. 

I am not reviewing the sacrifices this country made for the sake of 
the Palestinian question since its emergence, but let us remember 
only some of the actions that Syria carried out in the past few years, 
not for the sake of Palestine or its question, because this is some¬ 
thing inevitable and undebatable, but also for the sake of the re¬ 
sistance groups. How much did we sacrifice for the sake of the 
resistance in the past few years? Fifty percent of the Syrian war 
planes that fell in clashes with the enemy before the 1973 war fell in 
defense of the positions of the Palestinian resistance. Thirteen 
planes fell in just one day in al-'Urqub in defense of the resistance. 
These planes were manned by the elite of our pilots, including the 
hero martyr, Fayiz Mansur, [applause] 

I remember some of the outstanding events. We lost five hundred 
Syrian soldiers in one day. We lost them in a fight with the enemy. 
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because the enemy had hit a fedayeen base somewhere in Syria. The 
battles we fought against the enemy for the sake of the Palestinian » 
resistance are numerous. These battles continue daily. Our relations 
with our Arab brothers had always deteriorated because of our 
attitude toward the resistance. 

Who has done for the resistance what Syria has? Who has sacri¬ 
ficed for the resistance as much as Syria sacrificed? What Arab coun¬ 
try other than Syria entered in warlike operations with another Arab 
country? All of us remember our fighting with our brothers in Jor¬ 
dan, who are our closest brothers. All of us know now the amount of 
cooperation and confidence between us and fraternal Jordan and 
what we aspire to do jointly. We entered into violent fighting with 
these close brothers in 1970 and 1971. Syrian and Jordanian soldiers 
were killed and Syrian and Jordanian tanks were destroyed for the 
sake of the resistance. Who, other than us in Syria, did such a thing? 

In 1969, we adopted a stand in Lebanon by which we saved the 
resistance. In 1973, we alone adopted a stand in Lebanon by which 
we saved the resistance. In 1976, we entered Lebanon, as I said a 
short while ago, for the sake of the resistance and saved it. [ap¬ 
plause] It is fit to apply to their present attitude toward all this the 
proverb which says, This is the reward for [word indistinct]. Natu¬ 
rally, when Syria adopts such stands, it asks for no rewards or 
gratitude and does no favor to anybody. It adopts these stands on 
the basis of its firm belief that they serve its national cause and not 
any individual. This was Syria’s position in the past, this is its pres¬ 
ent position, and this will be its position in the future, [applause] 

Who has done—I realize that I am repeating some expressions 
and I must repeat them—what Syria did for the sake of the re¬ 
sistance? Who has sacrificed as much as Syria sacrificed for the sake 
of the resistance? Why did we not enter into negotiations after the 
Sinai agreement and regain a part of the Golan? Why did we oppose 
the step-by-step policy? If we wanted to serve Syria s regional in¬ 
terests, we should have entered into negotiations, regained a part of 
the land, and moved within the framework of the step-by-step pol¬ 
icy. But for the sake of the Palestinian question and those who say 
that they represent the Palestinian question, and so that they may 
not be isolated and the Palestinian question may not be aborted, we 
refused to negotiate, despite the fact that such negotiation would 
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have restored to us part of our occupied territory under acceptable 
conditions. 

We were given the offer to negotiate through the United States 
and to regain a large part of the land. We said no, because our 
estimate was that the step-by-step policy's final aim was to liquidate 
the Palestinian question. We viewed this policy as follows: A step in 
Sinai in return for concessions, a step in Syria in return for conces¬ 
sions, and a step afterward or earlier in Jordan in return for conces¬ 
sions, and then another round of one step and concessions, another 
step and concessions, and a third step and concessions, to be fol¬ 
lowed by a fourth and fifth round. The result after many rounds 
would be that we give everything to the enemy without reaching the 
1967 borders, and in the best of circumstances that we give every¬ 
thing to the enemy when we reach the 1967 borders, and the Pales¬ 
tinian question is liquidated. This is how we viewed the step-by- 
step policy, and this is why we opposed this policy, because it did 
not take into consideration the rights of the Palestinian Arab people 
and consequently did not take into account the role of those people 
who claim to embody, represent, and work for the rights of the Pal¬ 
estinian Arab people. This is why we refused to negotiate, 
[applause] 

Moreover, when we refused to negotiate, we were made the offer 
of withdrawal without negotiations—that Israel withdraw from a 
part of the Golan. This could have been a small part, and indeed it 
was small, but nevertheless it was an offer for withdrawal from a 
part of the Golan without negotiations. When I told the person who 
made the offer that we do not agree, he said, "You are not required 
to say you agree or do not agree." I told him, "No; we will say we do 
not agree." [applause] Why? It is because we believed that this 
withdrawal, although not the result of negotiations, would con¬ 
stitute a step and provide a justification for repeating the round and 
bringing on the same dangers we wanted to avoid. 

Who in this area will do such a thing for the sake of Palestine? 
Who in this area will do such a thing for the sake of Palestine and the 
Palestinian resistance? Nobody. The leaders of the Palestinian re¬ 
sistance are aware of these offers. They know what we are offered 
and our attitude toward these offers. Despite this, they have 
adopted their present stands. Our stands will not change. They are 
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firm, principled stands, on a just cause, which is in essence our 
sacred cause. Our stands will never change. At a time, howeve , 
when the papers are piled up and are shuffled, we must refer to 
certain stands. We must refer to certain sacrifices that Synahas 
made and is making. We wish that the Arab brothers would com¬ 
pete with us in real sacrifices for the sake of Palestine and the Pales 
tinian resistance and not in so much talk for the sake of Palestine a 
the Palestinian resistance. Syria's sacrifices are clear and bnght. It is 
sacrificing its sons, economy, land, and everything so that the Pal¬ 
estinian question may continue, the struggle for the Palestinian 
question may continue, and so that we can provide impregnabil y 
and strength for all Arabs and the Palestinian resistance and ulti¬ 
mately restore our occupied land and the rights of our displace 

^What is' tragi-colnic are those persons who want to conceal their 
imperfections-cover themselves and conceal their ^ rfectl ^ 
bylevelling accusations at Syria. You have heard, I believe those 
who say that Syria is plotting with the United States in Lebanon. 
They say it is an American-Syrian plot. I can very clearly, frankly 
proudly, and confidently say that if Syria agreed to the U.S. plans in 
the area or even if Syria adopted a neutral stand in these plans, they 
would have faced no problems in the Arab area, [applause] O 
stand on Lebanon and the Lebanese problem or issue is as firm and 
principled as it is on the Palestinian question. We will be neither 

courteous nor will we bargain. u 

We had many contacts with several states during the Lebanese 

crisis. I would like to give you examples of these contacts so a 
those who are not yet aware may know how Syria deals proudly an 
honestly with all people-foes and friends. I would like to r 
passages from the minutes of two separate communications to giv 
you an idea how we deal with others and the course or inclination of 
our communications. The first communication between us and the 

Americans took place on 16 October 1975- 

Naturally, the minutes are long, as you can see. I will not read 
them in full. But I will read some of the passages. The U.S^ambas- 
sador saw me on that date with a message, of course. He said, 
“First, I would like to correct the impression among some people in 
Syria that the United States supports the Christian diehards an 
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extremists in Lebanon. This does not mean that we do not care 
about the situation of the Christians in Lebanon. But there is a clear 
difference between the position of the extremists and the position of 
the moderate Christians in Lebanon. It seems clear to us, and this is 
a U.S. stand, that a stable solution must be acceptable to the Chris¬ 
tian moderates and must not disrupt their security, because this 
feeling of security is to them a major factor in a stable solution. We 
would like to know how Syria views the development of the situa¬ 
tion. We would like to know Syria's diagnosis. Our careful view, in 
short, and I would like to make sure that we are not misunderstood 
in this, is that Israel will consider the intervention of foreign armed 
forces a very grave threat, so that no matter what we say to it, it 
might intervene. This means that the United States supports Syria's 
intervention in Lebanon, especially the armed intervention. I repeat 
this passage: Our careful view, in short, and I would like to make 
sure that we are not misunderstood in this, is that Israel will consid- 
er the intervention of foreign armed forces a very grave threat, so 
that no matter what we say to it, it might intervene. This is a situa¬ 
tion which we clearly want to avoid. 

I believe that all the brothers clearly understand what this state¬ 
ment means. We want to avoid this situation—Israel's possible in¬ 
tervention “despite our advice." I would like to make it very clear 
that this does not represent any joint discussions between Israel and 
the United States. This was the fundamental idea on this subject at 

the interview. . 

I will now also read to you my reply. Naturally, my reply is long, 
and I will read to you the passages which constitute a reply to the 
idea- "On our position on Lebanon, we proceed from the fact that 
we are the sons of a single Arab nation. What prompts us to show 
serious concern toward what is happening in Lebanon is our anxiety 
over the tragedies there. We are concerned about all Lebanese— 
Christians and Moslem^-because they are the sons of our Arab 
nation and come under the flag of Arab nationalism. It is with this 
understanding that we tackle what is going on in Lebanon. It is on 
this basis that we are seeking to stop the fighting through under- 
standing and cooperation with various political forces in Lebanon 
and to create the right atmosphere to solve their other domestic 
problems democratically and through dialogue among them. As for 







Appendix 


the impression you said existed" (he told me, 'We want to remove 
the impression that the United States supports the Christian ex¬ 
tremists') "as for the impression you said existed among some peo¬ 
ple about the U.S. attitude, that it supports Christian extremists—as 
far as I know, this impression does not exist. What exists is that the 
United States is playing a role in the fighting in Lebanon for other 
political reasons, primarily to help the Sinai agreement. 

"All in the area have the impression that the United States does 
not care for matters of religion in the world. Were this not so, or in 
other words if the United States builds its strategy on the basis of 
defending the Christians in the world, as you say, then it should 
have first defended Christ himself and fought Israel, because it is 
the Jews who crucified Christ, as you yourselves say. How can this 
deep paradox be explained if we were to believe that the United 
States cares for religious affairs? In one place you show interest in a 
problem involving the Christians, and in another place you give 
every support to those who crucified Christ. Therefore, we cannot 
give any U.S. opinion on Lebanon a religious interpretation; rather 
we give it a political interpretation. 

"Regarding Israel, as I said a while ago" (of course this is further 
to my talk with him) "we, as I said a while ago, believe that the 
problem in Lebanon is connected with the Arab nation and there¬ 
fore is an internal Arab problem. Israel, even in the event of its being 
a state with an old history in the area—that is if we make such a 
supposition, which is absurd—Israel has no right to interfere in the 
internal affairs of the Arab nation. Israel is a foreign presence as far 
as Lebanon, Syria, Egypt, and Jordan are concerned. As for Syria, it 
is not a foreign presence as far as Lebanon is concerned, and Leba¬ 
non is not a foreign presence as far as Syria or Jordan or Saudi Arabia 
and so forth are concerned. The Arabs are one nation, and Israel is a 
stranger to this nation, and it has no connection with its aims. This is 
a self-evident matter, which needs no debate. If Israel wishes to 
intervene, it is only because since it was established—brothers, of 
course this is my reply," (because it is clear that he is saying that 
Israel will intervene and fight), "if Israel wishes to intervene, it is 
only because since it was established it has been looking for suitable 
means to exploit for further expansion and aggression. Any time it 
sees the circumstances opportune to expand and commit aggres- 
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sion, it will expand and commit aggression. This is what experience 
has confirmed ever since Israel was established. In our position, 
regarding the events in Lebanon, we will in no way take into consid¬ 
eration what Israel might do. We will perform our duties toward 
Lebanon fully at all times, and we will do everything in our power to 
halt the fighting, because it is a fight among factions of our kinsmen 
and family. If our brothers in Lebanon wish to seek the assistance of 
our military capabilities and our armed forces, we shall place at their 
disposal everything they want in any part of the Lebanese territory, 
from the southernmost part to the northernmost part of Lebanon. 
What Israel intends to do will not prevent us from performing this 
duty, [applause] 

Any time Israel seeks to confront us, we will not feel any anxiety 
because we will be ready to confront Israel, not only on the territory 
of Syria alone but anywhere in the Arab homeland." [applause] This 
is my reply to the American stand. This is a concrete proof. Some 
claim that Syria is proceeding according to an American plan and 
that Syria s stand in Lebanon is an American-Syrian conspiracy. 

Another communication was dated 14 April 1976 .1 believe that on 
9 April 1976 we dispatched a force to the al-Masna [Syrian-Lebanese 
border post]—just to al-Masna. We did not enter the al-Beqa or any 
other area beyond that. The communication took place after this 
move. It was obvious that there was a warning against intervention 
and also a threat —do not intervene. On 14 April 1976 they brought us 
this ultimatum. Again the minutes are long, but the substance is 
clear: On the twelfth of this month" (that is three days after we 
moved troops to al-Masna, we moved these troops in the evening of 
9 April 1976, and by the morning of 10 April 1976 our move was 
known) "the Israeli government informed us that it considered that 
the Syrian actions in Lebanon had reached a point at which Israel 
would find itself compelled to take its own measures if this point 
was transcended. This is very clear. We in the United States are 
concerned that Syria might get the impression that the absence of an 
open Israeli reaction means lack of Israeli concern regarding the 
Syrian actions, contrary to what we constantly communicated to 
Damascus during the past weeks—that is to say, this matter is not 
just a question of a communication which took them one hour to 
convey to us—contrary to what we constantly communicated to 


235 

































Appendix 


Damascus during the past weeks." This message was given to my 
political adviser, Adib ad-Dawudi. I read the message he sent me 
and I wrote my reply on a piece of paper so he would convey it. I 
said: First, Syria feels that the contents of the message constitute an 
ultimatum. It categorically rejects this ultimatum, [applause] Sec¬ 
ond, Syria is not ready now and will not be ready in the future to 
accept any ultimatum from any quarter in the world, [applause] 
Third, what is happening in Lebanon is an internal Arab affair, e 
Arabs alone are entitled to deal with this matter. Fourth, the only 
consideration which has defined and defines, now and in the fu¬ 
ture, the dimensions of the Syrian intervention in Lebanon, includ¬ 
ing the size and the positions of the Syrian forces—including the 
size of the Syrian forces and the positions of the Syrian forces—is the 
interest of the people of Lebanon, because our history is one, our 
future is one and our destiny is one. [applause] This was my reply to 
the message we got from the United States, to the ultimatum we 
received from the United States. The reply is clear. I have read out 
these two communications to you and I do not want to comment. It 
is up to the people to judge after this and to understand how Syna 
deals with all peoples with honor and sincerity. [applause] Syria will 
remain a bright beacon to guide all the stragglers of our Arab nation, 
[applause] We in this country shall remain noble and dignified, 
acting on the basis of our principles and ideals. We do not flatter or 
compromise our aims and principles. We embody the pride, dignity 
and message of our Arab nation, [applause] Every hand that at¬ 
tempts to harm the dignity and pride of this great people, who are 
sacrificing all they have for the sake of their pride and the pnde of 
their nation, shall be severed, [applause] I shall relentlessly and 
unhesitatingly straggle as long as I live to safeguard the trust you 
have placed in me. [applause] Whoever traverses the path of the 
people will not get lost. Whoever traverses your path—the path of 
the people—will not get lost because the path of the people is the 
road of right and reality. Brothers, let us have faith in God and have 
confidence in the people. Whoever believes in God and has confi¬ 
dence in the people and works for the sake of the people, he will 
inevitably triumph. Peace be upon you. [applause] 
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Alawis (or Nusayris): A Muslim sect, an offshoot of Shi'a Islam. Most of the 
Alawis live in Syria, where they form some 12 percent of the population. 
Once a marginal, rural, underprivileged community, Syrian Alawis have 
undergone a dramatic transformation in the past twenty years, as mem¬ 
bers of the community advanced through the army and the Ba'thi party to 
positions of dominance. 

Al-Amal (hope): A Shi'i political movement cum-militia. It developed origi¬ 
nally as the military arm of the Movement of the Disinherited, the radical 
organization formed by Imam Musa al-Sadr, the religious leader who 
transformed Lebanon's Shi'i politics in the 1970s. After his disappearance 
he was replaced by Nabih al-Beri and the movement was taken over by al- 
Amal. 

Bath (Renaissance): A Pan-Arab socialist party with branches in several 
Arab countries, most notably Syria, Iraq, Lebanon, and Jordan. The party 
emerged during World War II, was formally established in 1947, and has 
been influential in Arab politics since the early 1950s. 

Cairo Agreement: An agreement reached in November 1969 between the 
Supreme Commander of the Lebanese Army and the PLO in an effort to 
regulate the relationship between the Lebanese government and the PLO 
and the latter's activity in and from Lebanon. 

Druze: A Muslim sect, an off-shoot of Shi'a Islam. The Druzes are divided 
into two roughly equal communities in Syria (where they constitute some 
3 percent of the population) and Lebanon (some 6 percent of the popula¬ 
tion), with a smaller group in Israel. In all three states, because of their 
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territorial concentration, solidarity, military skill, and political acumen, 
they enjoy a political influence well beyond their numerical strength. 

Eretz Israel: The Hebrew term designating the Land of Israel, the ancestral 
homeland distinct from and larger than the State of Israel. The term is 
sometimes used as the Hebrew equivalent of Palestine. 

Al-Fath: The largest and most important of the organizations that make up 
the PLO. Fath, which means conquest in Arabic, was founded in secret in 
the late 1950s and appeared publicly on the scene in 1965. In 1968 it took 
over the PLO, and its leader Yasir 'Arafat became the organization's chair¬ 
man. Unlike its Marxist rivals/partners, the Fath focuses on Palestinian 
issues and does not seek to revolutionize Arab politics. 

Harakat al-Mahrumin: The Movement of the Disinherited or Dis¬ 
possessed, Shi'i protest movement formed by Imam Musa al-Sadr. 

IDF: Acronym for Israeli Defense Forces, the official English-language des¬ 
ignation for Israel's armed forces. 

Al-Isha 'a al-Lubnani (Lebanese illumination): A concept developed by 
Lebanese intellectuals who sought to bolster the notion of a supracom- 
munal Lebanese entity which has made a special contribution to human 
civilization as a mediator between East and West. 

Jewish Agency: Organization formed in 1929 as the formal representative of 
the Jewish community vis-a-vis the British mandatory government. It 
gradually acquired the attributes of a proto-government for the Jewish 
community. After the establishment of the State of Israel, the Jewish 
Agency shifted its focus to issues common to the State and to Jewish 
communities abroad. 

Labor party: Israeli political party formed by the union of three parties: 
Mapai, Achdut Ha’avoda, and Rafi. It is aligned with a fourth party, 
Mapam, in the Labor Alignment. Until the 1977 elections, the Labor party 
(under different names) had held power since independence and had 
dominated Jewish public and political life in mandatory Palestine. 

Lebanese Forces: The military arm of the Lebanese Front, formed in August 
1976, which brought four militias—the Phalanges, the National Liberals, 
the Tanzim, and the Guardians of the Cedar—under a joint command. 
The Lebanese Forces subsequently became the power base of Bashir 
Jumayyil. 


Glossary 


Lebanese Front: The political backbone of the status quo coalition in the 
Lebanese civil war. It was formed in 1976 by a group of Christian leaders, 
including Camille Chamoun (its president), Pierre Jumayyil, Father Bulus 
Na'aman, head of the permanent congress of the Lebanese monastic 
orders and two intellectuals, Charles Malik and Fu'ad Ephrem Boustani. 

Lebanon's Arab Army: A group of predominantly Muslim officers and 
soldiers who under the leadership of Lieutenant Ahmed al-Khatib seced¬ 
ed from the Lebanese army in 1976 and fought with the revisionist militias 
in the Lebanese civil war. Originally anti-Syrian, it eventually became a 
pro-Syrian force. 

Likud: Israeli political alignment, including the nationalist populist Herut 
party and the centrist Liberal party, plus several smaller parties. The 
Likud has been in power in Israel since 1977. 

Malkert Agreement: An agreement made in 1973 as one of several abortive 
attempts to implement the 1969 Cairo Agreement. 

Mandatory period: The period of direct French control in Lebanon, 
1918-45. Formally France had a mandate from the League of Nations to 
prepare Lebanon for independence. 

Maronites: Members of the largest Uniate church in the Arab world. The 
Uniate churches at various periods accepted the Vatican's authority but 
retained a measure of autonomy. The Maronites who migrated to north¬ 
ern Lebanon from inland Syria drew closer to Latin Europe and to Cathol¬ 
icism after the Crusades. By the eighteenth century the Maronites' grow¬ 
ing numbers, early modernization, and effective church organization and 
leadership made them the leading community in Mount Lebanon. The 
same century saw the community's southward expansion and the 
emergence of a proto-national consciousness in its ranks. 

Mujtahidun: Shi'i men of religion. 

Mutasarifiyya: A subprovince in the Ottoman Empire. In the Lebanese 
context, the autonomous subprovince of Mount Lebanon, 1861-1915. 

National Bloc: A small Maronite political party representing the outlook 
and influence of the Edde family. 

National Liberals: A Lebanese political party established by Camille 
Chamoun, which reflects his style and policies. In recent years his son 
Dany has played an increasingly prominent role in its leadership. 
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National Pact: The oral agreement made in 1943 by Bishara al-Khun and 
Riad al-Sulh, leaders of the Maronite and Sunni communities in Lebanon, 
on the nature and governance of the Lebanese state: Lebanon was neither 
part of Catholic Latin Europe nor was it an Arab state, but it did have an 
"Arab face"; political and administrative power was divided among the 
major communities according to their estimated numerical strength. 

Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO): Umbrella organization, a coali¬ 
tion of groups including the Fath, the Marxist Popular Front for the Liber¬ 
ation of Palestine, and several others. The PLO was formed in 1964 by the 
first Arab summit conference as the embodiment of the notion of a I al- 
estinian entity. It was originally controlled by the Arab states but after the 
1967 war was taken over by genuine Palestinian nationalist groups and 
became autonomous. 

Phalanges Libanaises (al-Kataib al-Lubnaniyya): The largest and most 
important Christian-Maronite party in Lebanon. Founded in 1936 by 
Pierre Jumayyil as a vigilante youth movement dedicated to the preserva¬ 
tion of a Christian Lebanon, it later developed into a political party with a 
sophisticated and elaborate organization and a quite complex concept of 
the Lebanese entity and its problems. 

Reagan initiative or plan: The plan for settling the Palestinian dimension 
of the Arab-Israeli conflict, issued by President Ronald Reagan on Sep¬ 
tember 1, 1982. It sought to return the bulk of the West Bank to Jordan 
Both the plan's timing and its essence were influenced by the course of 
the war in Lebanon. 

Redline agreement: The informal and indirect understanding negotiated in 
1976 by the United States between Syria and Israel, which defined the 
limits of Syria's intervention in Lebanon and made it acceptable to Israel. 

Shits: Adherents of Islam's heterodoxy, the Shi'a (literally, faction). The 
Shi'a originated among the supporters of Ali, the Prophet's cousin and 
son-in-law, and his descendants. Eventually, important doctrinal dif¬ 
ferences developed between the Shi'a and the Sunna. Shi is are divide 
into Zaydis, Twelvers, and Isma'ilis. The Alawis and the Druzes are off¬ 
shoots of the Isma'iliyya. 

Six Day War: The third Arab-Israeli war, fought from June 6 to June u, 
1967. 

Sunnis: Adherents of Islamic orthodoxy, the largest group in Islam. Sunnis 
accept the Islamic tradition (sunna) and the legitimate authonty of the 
caliphs as the Prophet's successors. 
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Syrian Socialist Nationalist party: A political party established in the 
1930s that advocated secular, territorial Syrian nationalism. It had 
branches in Lebanon, Syria, and Palestine, and has undergone several 
transformations in the past fifty years. Its largest faction in Lebanon is a 
pro-Syrian force. 

Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation: One of a series of treaties that the 
Soviet Union has signed since the early 1970s with its clients and friends 
in the Middle East. The treaty with Syria was signed in October 1980. 

Al-watan al-badil: The Alternative Homeland, a sardonic term used by 
Lebanese opponents of the PLO to refer to the establishment of a Palestin¬ 
ian state in southern Lebanon. 

Za im (Pl. Zu'AMa): Literally a leader; a term referring to a rural or urban 
notable who mediates between his clientele and the formal political 
structure. 
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